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PREFACE. 


SH @eyN revising this Commentary on the Epistles of Peter 
|| for the present fourth edition, the work which I 
had chiefly to consider and subject to a careful 
examination was the Exposition of the Epistles by 
von Hofmann. This accordingly I did.—Von Hofmann 
often seeks to surmount the exegetical difficulties presented 
in the epistles by a new exposition, and, of course, no excep- 
tion can be taken to this; but it is to be regretted that the 
interpretations are not unfrequently of so artificial a nature, 
that they cannot stand the test of an unprejudiced examina- 
tion, and are consequently little calculated to promote the true 
understanding of the text. 

As regards the origin of the Second Epistle, my renewed 
investigations have produced no result other than that which 
I had formerly obtained. I can only repeat what I said in 
the preface to the third edition of this Commentary: “ If I 
should be blamed for giving, in this edition also, no decisive 
and final answer to the question as to the origin of Second 
Peter, I will say at the outset, that it seems to me more 
correct to pronounce a non liquet, than to cut the knot by 
arbitrary assertions and acute appearances of argument.” 

Although this Commentary on the whole has preserved its 
former character, yet it has been subjected to many changes in 
particulars, which I hope may be regarded as improvements. 

I would only add, that in the critical remarks it is princi- 
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pally Tischendorf’s Recension that has been kept in view. 
Tisch. 7 refers to the editio septima critica minor, 1859, 
Tisch. 8, to his editio octava major, 1869. Where the two 
editions agree in a reading, Tisch, simply is put. 


J. ED. HUTHER. 


WITTENFORDEN, May 1877. 


THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE PETER. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1—THE APOSTLE PETER, 


wae HE apostle’s real name was Siwy (according to 
another pronunciation Suuedv, Acts xv. 14; 
2 Pet.i. 1), A native of Bethsaida on the Sea 
of Galilee (John i. 45), he dwelt afterwards in 
Capernaum (Luke iv. 31, 38), where he was married (ef. 
1 Cor. ix. 5), and where his mother-in-law lived. In the 
tradition, his wife is called at one time Concordia, at another 
Perpetua, and is said (Clem. Alex. Strom. 7) to have suffered 
martyrdom before him. Along with his father Jonas (Matt. 
xvi. 17; called “Imdvyns also, John i. 43, xxi. 15) and 
his brother Andrew, he was by occupation a fisherman on 
the Sea of Galilee. When the Baptist began his ministry 
at the Jordan, the two brothers resorted to him. On 
John’s testimony Andrew, and through his instrumentality 
Peter, attached themselves to Jesus, who gave to the latter 
the name full of promise, Cephas. From that time forth 
Peter, and along with him Andrew, remained a disciple of 
Christ. After he had accompanied Jesus—as there is no 
reason to doubt—on the journeys recorded by John, chaps. i1. 
2-iv. 43, we find him, it is true, again engaged in his earthly 
calling; but from this there is no reason for concluding that 
he had forsaken Jesus, who Himself was then living in Caper- 
naum, Matt. iv. 13,18. At that time he received his call to 
enter on the service of Christ. On the occasion of the miracu- 
lous draught of fishes he was impressed powerfully, and as 
he never before had been, by the revelation of his Master’s 
1 PETER. A 
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glory ; to his words: &€eGe dm’ éuod, the reply is given: dao 
Tov viv avOpwrovs éon fwypav.' Received afterwards into 
the number of the apostles, he forthwith gained a prominent 
place among them. Not only was he one of the three who 
stood in most trusted fellowship with Jesus, but on himself 
pronouncing in his own name and in that of his fellows the 
decisive confession: od ef 0 Xpioros, 6 vios Tov Oeod (cf. John 
vi. 67 ff.), Jesus confirmed the name formerly given to him, 
and added the promise: éwl tavtn Th métpa oixodopnow pov 
Thy éxxdnolav... Kat Seow col Tas KrEis THs Bacirelas THY 
ovpavav. Thus a primacy was lent to him which is in 
harmony with the word of Christ later on: o7jpifov tods 
adedgovs cov (Luke xxii. 32), and the charge of the Risen One: 
Booke Ta apvia wov (John xxi. 15-17). And for such a eall- 
ing Peter was peculiarly fitted, by the energy prompting to 
decisive action, which formed an essential feature of his 
character ; though not until his natural man had been purified 
and sanctified by the Spirit of the Lord. For, on the one 
hand, his resolute character betrayed him more than once 
into vaingloriousness, self-will, and unthinking zeal; and, on 
the other, he was wanting in the patience and even firmness 
which might have been expected from him who was surnamed 
the Rock. Whilst, too, he pressed on swiftly to the end he 
had in view, as if to take it by storm, confronted with 
danger he was seized of a sudden with faint-heartedness ; his 
nature was suited more to quick action than to patient suffer- 
ing. As proofs of this may be taken his walking on the sea 
and his sudden fear (Matt. xiv. 28-31), his rebuke of Christ 
(Matt. xvi. 22), his question as to the sufficient measure of 
forgiveness (Matt. xviii. 21), his inquiring what reward they, 


* That Luke (v. 1 ff.) and Matthew (iv. 18 ff.) relate the same fact, admits of 
no doubt ; not only are the scenes and the persons identical, but the words in 
Matthew: rohow duis darscis dvdpdorov, agree in sense with those in Luke addressed 
specially to Peter. Neither is there any inward difference (cf. Meyer on Luke 
v. 1ff.), for the ‘‘point ” of Matthew’s narrative is not the mere injunction and 
promise, as in Luke’s it is not the ‘‘ miracle of the draught of fishes,” but the call 
to become fishers of men. Nor does Luke contradict himself, for what is related 
in v. 8 doeg not prove that previous to this Peter had had no experience of 
miracles, since that which produced the mpression on Peter—related by Luke 
—was not necessarily the first miracle he witnessed. 
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the disciples, would have, in that they had forsaken all for 
Christ’s sake (Matt. xix. 27). In still more marked lines 
does the picture of his distinctive character stand out in the 
background of Christ’s passion, when he first in vain self- 
confidence promises to the Lord that he would never forsake 
Him, but would go with Him even unto death, and then on 
the Mount of Olives is unable to watch with Him ; he wishes, 
thereupon, to save his Master with the sword, and follows 
Him even to the court of the high priest, but in sudden 
cowardice denies Him before the men-servants and maids, and 
as quickly, feeling the whole weight of his guilt, leaves the 
judgment-hall in tears. On account of these unquestionably 
serious vacillations in feeling and conduct, he nevertheless can- 
not be accused of indecision of character. If he showed himself 
weak on particular occasions, this was the result partly of his 
sanguine temperament, in which action instantaneously fol- 
lowed on excited feeling, and partly of his great self-confidence, 
into which he was betrayed by the consciousness of his own 
strength. The denial of Christ led to his inward purification ; 
all the more that after His resurrection Christ revealed Him- 
self to Peter first among the apostles. And so to the thrice 
repeated question of the Lord, if he loved Him more than 
the others, he returned the answer, humble yet full of faith: 
“ Lord, Thou knowest that I love Thee.” 

After the ascension of Christ, Peter appears standing at the 
head of the apostles, for it is at his advice that their number 
is again increased to twelve. After the descent of the Spirit, 
however, he becomes in reality the Rock, as Christ had 
ordained him ; henceforth the direction and furtherance of the 
church rests chiefly in his hand. It was his sermon—the first 
apostolic sermon—by means of which, on the day of Pentecost, 
three thousand were added to the church of God; and if after- 
wards he laboured at first in connection with John, it was yet him- 
self who was the real actor (Acts iii. 1, 4 ff, 11 ff). He healed 
the lame man, addressed the people, and on both apostles 
being brought before the ecclesiastical authorities, it was he who 
was the speaker. He had to execute judgment on Ananias 
and Sapphira (Acts v. 1-10); and when the whole of the 
apostles were summoned to appear before the Sanhedrim, it is 
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he, too, who in the name of all testifies for Christ. Again, in 
Samaria, whither he went along with John to continue the 
work begun by Philip, John appears beside him only as an 
accompanying fellow - worker.— During the time that the 
churches had rest after the conversion of Paul, Peter journeyed 
throughout the districts of Palestine bordering on the Mediter- 
ranean Sea; in Lydda he healed Aeneas (Acts ix. 32 ff.), and 
raised up Tabitha in Joppa (ix. 36 ff.). — In accordance with 
the position assigned to him by Christ, he was permitted by 
God to bring into the church the first-fruits of heathenism ; 
for although Paul was destined to be the Apostle of the 
Gentiles, it was still Peter who should jirst preach the gospel 
to the heathen and administer the ordinance of baptism, that 
thus also he might retain the primacy and be the Rock of the 
Church. — During the persecution raised shortly before his 
death by Herod Agrippa L, Peter was cast into prison. After 
his miraculous release he quitted Jerusalem’ for a time, but 
later on again returned thither. The last circumstance which 
the Acts of the Apostles relates of him is his justification of 
Paul at the so-called convention of apostles in Jerusalem. 

The labours of Paul among the heathen, and the reception 
of believing Gentiles into the Christian church, occasioned the 
first division amongst the Christians. What position did 
Peter then take up? After what he himself had witnessed 
at the conversion of Cornelius, he could not make common 
cause with the judaistically - minded Christians ; in the pro- 
ceedings at Jerusalem, too, he placed himself decidedly on the 


1 We are not told where Peter went; Acts xii. 17 only says: txopedén eis 
trspov comer. Thestatement of several Fathers, that Peter then betook himself to 
Rome, and there founded the Christian church, has, without sufficient warrant, 
been accepted by Thiersch (die Kirche im apost. Zeitalter, p. 96ff.). This is 
decidedly opposed not only by the Epistle to the Romans, but also by the 
indefinite expression employed here. Ewald also (Geschichte des Volkes Israel, 
VI. p. 618 ff.) thinks “that the old legend as to Peter’s sojourn in Rome 
during the reign of Claudius, and his meeting here with Simon the magician, was 
not altogether without foundation,” but that the Christian church in Rome 
had then already been established. — But it is not credible, either that if Peter 
had visited the church in Rome, Pau! should not have made the slightest 
allusion to the fact in his Epistle to the Romans, or that Peter should have gone 
to Rome with the intention of there, as in Samaria, opposing Simon ; cf. 
Hofmann, p. 203 ff. 
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side of Paul, and spoke against the subjugation of the heathen 
to the law. It was then, on Peter formally recognising the 
grace given by the Lord to Paul, that an agreement was come 
to, that Paul and Barnabas should labour among the Gentiles, 
whilst he himself, along with John and James, should 
devote themselves to the Jews (Gal. ii. 9)—the field of mis- 
sionary enterprise being in this way divided among them. — 
In thus limiting his activity to the Jewish people, Peter 
detracted in no way from his primacy ; for this, which had 
never in any sense been absolute, remained intact, as is 
evident from the circumstance that Paul took especial care to 
assure himself of Peter’s consent, and acknowledged his fore- 
most position among the apostles (cf. Gal. ii. 7, 8). 

That Peter, with all his recognition of Paul’s principles, was 
wholly unfit to undertake the direction of missions to the 
Gentiles, is proved by his conduct at Antioch, for which he 
was called to account by Paul. He was not wanting, it is 
true, in a right perception of the relation in which the gospel 
stood to the law, so that without any misgivings he entered 
into complete fellowship with the Gentile-Christians ;* still, 
as regarded his own conduct, this perception was not vivid 
enough to preserve him from the hypocrisy which drew forth 
Paul’s rebuke (Gal.i1.12). For, when “certain came” to Antioch 
“from James,” Peter withdrew himself from them, fearing 
those of the circumcision, doubtless because he did not wish 
to appear in the light of a transgressor of the law. How 
dangerous his example was, became evident even then; and it 
is clear further that the Jewish-Christians hostilely disposed 
to the heathen-converts were only too ready to appeal to the 
example of Peter in their opposition to Paul. From this, 
however, it must not be concluded that there was any want of 
harmony in principle between Paul and Peter, and that by 
the deEvas Ewxav éuol kal BapvaBa xowwvias is to be under- 
stood a mere “temporary truce,” which they had concluded 

1 As in Gal. ii, 2, 8, 9, 15, c&% 24m means not Gentile - Christians, but 
Gentiles, Paul seems, by the expression in ver. 12: werd ray tbvay cvvicbiey, to 
have meant heathens also. But even if they were only Gentile-Christians 
with whom Peter ate, it is not their Christianity, but their Gentile nationality 


and customs, as distinguishing them from the Jews, which Paul has here in 
his eye. 
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with each other in a purely external manner, and whilst 
holding fast their internal differences.’ 

As to where and with what result Peter worked after Paul 
commenced his labours, all precise and reliable information is 
wanting; from 1 Cor. ix. 5 it follows only that he made 
missionary journeys to various regions. If by Babylon (chap. 
v. 13) that city itself and not Rome is to be understood, he 
must have been at the time our epistle was written in 
Babylon, whence by means of this letter he extended his 
influence to the churches of Asia Minor, which, in part at least, 
had been founded by Paul. 

The account which the Fathers give of the life of the 
apostle is pervaded by many mythical traits. The more 
important his position, the more natural it was for a one-sided 
Judaeo-Christianity, as well as for the Catholic Church, to draw 
by invention, intentional or unintentional, the picture of the 
apostle’s labours in their own interests. Without any sifting 
of the legendary elements, Hieronymus describes the subse- 
quent life of Peter in the following manner: “Simon Petrus 
princeps apostolorum post episcopatum Antiochensis ecclesiae 
et praedicationem dispersionis eorum, qui de circumcisione 
crediderant, in Ponto, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia et Bithynia 
secundo Claudii imperatoris anno ad expugnandum Simonum 
Maeum, Romam pergit, ibique viginti quinque annis cathedram 
sacerdotalem tenuit, usque ad ultimum annum Neronis, id est, 


1 The Tiibingen school confessedly considers the first apostles, and Peter in 
particular, to have been narrow Judaists, and accordingly ascribes to them pre- 
cisely those views which Paul so decidedly combats in those of his epistles which 
are undoubtedly genuine. Though compelled to admit that it was not the first 
apostles themselves who opposed Paul and his gospel at Corinth and elsewhere, 
Pfleiderer (der Judaismus, p. 299), nevertheless, maintains that they supported 
those who did so. He explains Peter’s conduct in Antioch (p. 296) in this way : 
that the apostle, in order to please the heathen-Christians, adopted there a mode of 
life freer than was really permissible from his dogmatic standpoint. The fact, om 
the contrary, was that his mode of life was stricter than was consistent with his 
principles, for which reason Paul accused him of bréxpiois. It is more than 
singular that Pfleiderer should so entirely overlook the dishonour thus brought 
upon Paul by maintaining that the first apostles preached a different gospel from 
that which he taught. For how could Paul, without grossly violating his own 
conscience, accept the d:fic xovwvies offered him by James, Peter, and John, if his 


avedsuc torus (Gal. i. 7, 8) was applicable to each of them as the preacher of a 
Erspoy evaryytrsoy ? 
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decimum quartum. A quo et affixus eruci martyrio coronatus 
est, capite ad terram verso et in sublime pedibus elevatis, 
asserens se indignum, qui sic crucifigeretur ut dominus suus. 
Sepultus Romae in Vaticano juxta viam triumphalem ‘totius 
orbis veneratione celebratur” (De scriptor. eccl. cap. i. de Petro). 

In this narrative the following particulars are mythical :— 
(1) The episcopate of Peter in the church at Antioch; the 
saying, too, of Eusebius (Chronicum ad annwm, iii.), that Peter 
founded the church at Antioch, must be considered apocryphal, 
as contradicting Acts xi. 19-22. (2) His personal activity in 
the regions of Asia Minor; this is doubtless mentioned already 
by Origen as probable ;' but it must be regarded simply as 
an inference from 1 Pet. i. 1, as even Windischmann (Vindiciae 
Pet. § 112 f.) admits. (3) His journey to Rome for the pur- 
pose of combating Simon Magus.” This story is based on 
a passage in Justin’s Apologia maj. c. 26, which speaks of 
a statue in Rome with the following inscription: S,IMQNI 
4EQ SATKTN, which, however, has been discovered to be 
the dedication not to that Simon, but to the Sabine god 
Semo Sanctus. (4) The twenty-five years’ residence of Peter 
in Rome (cf. on this Wieseler’s Chronol. des apostol. Zeitalters, 
p. 571 ff). Perhaps also (5) the peculiar manner of his 
crucifixion, which has been recorded by Origen already (in 
Euseb. H. L. iti. 1: avecxororricOn xara Keparss) ; the motive 
given for it by Hieronymus must certainly be looked upon as 
an arbitrary addition. As indisputable fact, there remains, 
in the first instance, only the martyrdom of the apostle, which 
is corroborated by the unanimous testimony of antiquity, and 
especially by John xxi. 19;° the residence in Rome appears 


1 Buseb. HW. L. iii. 1: Werpos ty Weurw z..a. nexnpugctvas rois ty Oucomope “lovdaiors 
Zormev, 

2 The stories about Peter and Simon M. in the Clementine /7omilies are mere 
legendary formations. Even Ewald’s opinion, that Peter, after his release, went 
to Rome for a short time, in order there to oppose Simon M. ; that, on his return 
to Jerusalem, he had visited the districts in the north-east, and there founded 
the churches to which he later addressed this epistle,—is too destitute of secure 
historical foundation to be regarded as correct. 

3 The explanation given in this verse of the prophecy contained in ver. 18 is 
indisputably correct. Mayerhoff is wrong in calling it in question (inl. in d. 
Petr. Schriften, p. 87) by applying Christ’s words to Peter, not to the martyr- 
dom he was about to suffer, but to the apostle himself, as destined to be the leader 
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more open to doubt, still the reasons which can be urged 
against it are not sufficient to prove the purely legendary 
character of the tradition. Although Clemens Rom. (Zp. ad 
Corinth. c. 5) does not say that Peter suffered martyrdom in 
Rome, yet Dionysius of Corinth (Euseb. H. £. ii. 25), Irenaeus 
(adv. Haer. iii. 1), Tertullian (contra Mare. iv. 5, and de prae- 
script. adv. haeret. c. 36), and Origen (Euseb. H. J. iii. 1) 
do; and so early as by the presbyter Cajus mention is made 
of the tpé7raca of the two apostles Peter and Paul. Doubt- 
less these testimonies are mixed up with many inexact and 
inaccurate particulars; but this does not justify doubt as to 
the truth of the circumstance to which Ignatius seems to 
refer in the words: ovy ws Ilétpos nal Ilatdos Siatdcoopas 
(Zp. ad Rom. c. 4). It is less certain that Peter was in Rome 
at the same time with Paul; nor, as Wieseler wrongly asserts, 
are all the witnesses of the second century who speak of 
the martyrdom of Peter in Rome guarantees for it. For, with 
the exception of the author of the Praedicatio Pauli, whose 
testimony is uncertain, not one of these witnesses speaks of a 
meeting and a conjoint labour of the two apostles in Rome, 
although all relate that both of them in Rome had a part 
in founding the church, and that they suffered martyrdom 
there. Even the circumstance mentioned by Dionysius of 
Corinth (Euseb. H. #. ii. 25): éuaptipnoay Kata tov avrov 
«atpov, does not prove that at any previous time they had 
lived together ; for this expression allows, as Wieseler himself 
grants, the possibility of a period of time—provided it be 
not too long— having elapsed between the deaths of the 
two apostles. “What remains then as the kernel of ecclesi- 


of the church: ‘‘He explains to Peter the necessity of a ministry of this 
kind, by pointing out to him that active support of the needy is a duty imposed 
by love to Christ.” Meyer gives the right explanation of this passage. Cf. 
in loc. 

1 The words of Dionysius: za) yap dugw xual sis chy husrépay Kopivbov Qurevoavres 
nus Didukay, duoiws d8 xad sis chy "Iradiay duooe Bddzaveis tmcpripncuy xarc& roy 
avroy xcupov, admit on the whole of but a doubtful inference, the more so that 
what is said here of Peter’s labour in Corinth appears to have arisen only from 
the fact that there was at an early period in Corinth a party calling itself by 
Peter’s name. A legend such as this could originate all the more easily from 
the endeavour to bring the two apostles as near as possible to each other; the 
xare viv wdrdy xaspoy may also haye arisen from that endeavour. 
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astical tradition is this: that towards the end of his life Peter 
came to Rome, that he there laboured for the propagation of the 
gospel, and that he suffered martyrdom under Nero” (Wiesinger; 
cf. also Bleek, Introd. to N. T. p. 563 ff. [E. T. II. 157 ff.)). 
As, then, the Epistle of Peter is addressed to Pauline churches 
(z.e. those churches which were either founded by Paul himself, 
or had sprung from such as had been so founded), and as Peter 
could hardly feel himself called upon during Paul’s lifetime to 
interfere with the latter’s field of missionary operations, it is not 
at all improbable that he suffered martyrdom later than Paul. 
This is supported by the circumstance that after Paul’s death, 
and then only, was the fitting time for him to labour in Rome. 
Had Peter been there earlier, some trace surely of his presence 
would have been found in Paul’s epistles written from Rome. 
If, then, Paul suffered martyrdom at the earliest in the year 
64, the death of Peter must have taken place in the time 
between 65-67 ap. 


SEC. 2.— CONTENTS, AIM, AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE.” 


The contents of the epistle are in the order of thought as 
follows: First of all, thanksgiving to God for the hope of the 
eternal inheritance in heaven, of which the Christians had 
been made partakers, of which they can with joy be certain, 
although for a time here they have to suffer tribulation, and 
of which the glory is so great that the prophets diligently 
searched after it, and the angels desired to behold it. This is 
followed by a series of exhortations, which may be divided 


1 According to Ewald, Peter suffered martyrdom before Paul—that is to say, 
during the persecutions of the Christians by Nero, a.p. 64, whilst Paul, having 
been released from his Roman captivity, was in Spain. 

2 The epistle is one of those termed already by Origen, the seven érimroau 
xuborinai; for the meaning of the designation, ef. Introd. to the N. 7, and 
Herzog’s Encyclopédie, VII. p. 497 ff. The most probable view is this: that 
when the Pauline Epistles were classified together as a whole, the other epistles 
of the N. T. canon were united together under the title of catholic epistles, 
because they were not addressed to individual churches or particular persons, 
but as circular letters to Christendom generally, or to a somewhat extensive 
system of churches, just as Origen termed the apostolic epistle, Acts xv. 22, an 
imioroan xaborixn. The objection may doubtless be raised to this view, that 
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into three classes. The jirst class (i. 13-ii. 10) is linked on 
to the thought of the glory promised to the Christians, and 
has sanctification in general as its object. Foremost and as a 
starting-point stands the summons to a full hope of the future 
grace (Tedelws édrricate); then follows the exhortation to an holy 
walk (dycoe yevnOnre) in the fear of God the impartial judge, 
based on a conscious knowledge of the redemption wrought by 
the blood of Christ (i. 14-21); then, to a pure and unfeigned 
love of the brethren (4\AxjAous ayarryjcate), as became those who 
were born of incorruptible seed (i. 15-25); and lastly, laying 
aside all «axia, to desire the pure milk, and firmly cleaving to 
Christ, as living stones to build themselves up more and more 
to the spiritual house, in accordance with their calling as Chris- 
tians (TO Aoyxov adorAov yada emiToOncaTe ... as AéiOo« 
favtes oiKodopetaGe), ti. 1-10.— The second series of ex- 
hortations (ii. 11—iv. 6), which are of a special nature, is in 
connection with the position of the Christians in the world 
(Tapakar® os Tapoikovs Kal wapeTiOnmous . . . THY ava- 
atpopiy wpav év tots €Oveow E&yovtes, vy. 11, 12), and has 
reference—(1) To the relation to civil authorities (ii. 13-17) ; 
(2) To the particular relations of domestic life: (@) exhortation 
to the slaves (of olkérar trotaccomevoe . . Tots SeamroTass, 
18—25) to obedience towards their masters in patient endur- 
ance, even of unjust suffering, based on a reference to the 
sufferings of Christ; (0) exhortation to the women to be sub- 
ject unto their husbands, and to an holy walk, with reference 
to the godly women of the O. T., especially Sarah, iii. 1-6 ; 
(c) exhortation to the men to a discreet treatment of their 
wives ; (3) To the relation to the world persecuting the church ; 
after a short exhortation to unity and love (ver. 8), the apostle 
the Epistle to the Hebrews should be included among these, whilst Second and 
Third John should be excluded fromthem. But the addition of the former to the 
Pauline Epistles is explained by its having been believed to have been by Paul ; 
and the inclusion of the latter among the catholic epistles, by the circumstance 
that, having in later times only come to be regarded as canonical, they were 
added on to the much more important First Epistle of John. Hofmann’s 
opinion, ‘‘that the seven epistles have the above designation because they are 
writings neither arising from nor pertaining to any personal relation of the 
writer to those whom he addresses,” is contradicted by the term itself, since 


the expression xa#oa:xés contains not the slightest allusion to a relation subsist- 
ing between the writer and those to whom he writes. 
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exhorts not to return evil for evil (vv. 9-14); with meekness 
to give a reason for their own hope (ver. 15), and in the 
midst of suffering to give proof of faithful submission to the 
divine will (vv. 16,17). These exhortations are based on 
a reference to Christ, who through suffering entered into His 
glory (vv. 18-22), and who by His death appeals to believers 
not to continue their former life, but to lead a new one, even 
though they should be reviled for it. Lastly, the apostle 
reminds his readers of the future judgment of Christ (iv. 1-6). 
—tThe third class of exhortations (iv. 7-v. 9) has special refer- 
ence to life in the church, and is connected with the thought 
of the nearness of the end of all things (iv. 7). The several 
particulars to which prominence is given are: soberness unto 
prayer (ver. 7), ardent love towards each other (ver. 8), hospi- 
tality (ver. 9), a faithful administration of spiritual gifts for 
the general good (vv. 10, 11), joyful bearing of the sufferings 
of Christ (vv. 12-19). Hereupon follows an exhortation to 
the elders to guide the church in a right manner, reference 
being made to the reward which awaits them (v. 1-4); then 
a command to the younger to submit themselves to the elder 
(ver. 5); on this, admonitions to all to an humble behaviour 
towards each other, and to humiliation before God (vv. 6, 7); 
lastly, a summons to watchfulness against the temptations of 
the devil (vv. 8, 9).— The epistle concludes with the bene- 
diction and a doxology (vv. 10, 11), an observation on this 
epistle itself (ver. 12), and sundry commissions (vv. 13, 14). 
The aim of this epistle is stated by the apostle himself (v. 
12) in the words: éypawa wapaxaddav Kab éripaptupdy Tavrny 
elva adnOh xapw tod Oecod, eis iv éEatyxate. Accordingly 
he proposed a wapaxadoy and an émipaptupeév, both in close 
connection with each other, as the immediate juxtaposition 
of the ideas shows. The occasion of them lay in this, that 
the readers, as professing Christians, had to endure severe 
afflictions through the slanders of the heathen. In view of 
the dangers lying therein, the apostle was careful, on the one 
hand, to exhort them to patience, by directing their minds to 
the future xAnpovoyida, as also to the continuance in holiness, 
and to a conduct towards each other and towards the heathen 
such as would lead the latter to see how groundless their 
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manders were; and, on the other hand, that his exhortation 
slight not be without a firm basis, to assure them that a state of 
suffering was the true divine state of grace. Accordingly the 
epistle bears neither a polemical nor a doctrinal, but an entirely 
hortatory character. No doubt dogmatic ideas are interwoven 
in some passages ; these, however, are never treated doctrinally, 
but are always made subservient to the purpose of exhortation. 


REMARK.—Schott regards this epistle as, in the first instance, 
a letter of consolation, in which the readers are calmed and 
comforted, on the one hand, with respect “ to the accusations of 
the heathen, that they as matter of principle denied a moral 
basis to social life ;” and, on the other, as regards their fears, lest 
the fact of God’s permitting persecutions should be a proof to 
them that they were without the “complete moral certainty of 
their salvation in Christ.” In opposition to this, it is to be 
remarked that Peter uses rapaxaAe only in the sense of “to 
exhort,” and that even if the apostle in the treatment of his 
subject does introduce some words of comfort, the whole 
epistle cannot on that account be styled a letter of consolation, 
the less so that these very words are always made subservient to 
purposes of exhortation ; cf. Weiss, de petrin. Frage, p. 631 f— 
Several interpreters assume from érimaprupay x.r.A., that Peter 
composed his hortatory epistle with the intention also of 
formally confirming the preaching of the gospel, aforetime 
addressed to his readers. Wiesinger says: “Peter in his 
epistle to Pauline churches has impressed the seal of his 
testimony on the gospel as preached by Paul.” Weiss, while 
questioning this, in that he does not consider the church to 
have been Pauline, nevertheless asserts that “the apostle wished 
by his apostolic testimony to confirm the preaching already de- 
livered to the readers,” and for this reason precisely, “ that it had 
not yet been proclaimed to them by an apostle.” But although 
in i, 12, 25 we have it attested, that the true gospel is preached 
unto them, and in v. 12, that thus they are made partakers of 
the very grace of God, still this testimony is not made in such 
a form as to warrant the conclusion that the Apostle Peter 
considered it necessary to confirm by his apostolic authority 
the preaching by which the readers had been converted; nor 
does it imply that the readers had begun to doubt of its truth, 
because it had come to them—directly or indirectly—from Paul, 
or even from one who was no apostle. The double testimony 
is rather to be explained simply thus: the apostle was desirous 
of preserving his readers from the danger to which they were 
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exposed, by the trials that had befallen them, of entertaining 
doubts as to their state of grace, and of confirming them in the 
confident trust in the grace of which they had been made 
partakers, apart altogether from the person by whom the gospel 
had been preached to them.—Hofmann, while justly recognis- 
ing the hortatory character of the epistle, thinks that Peter’s 
intention in it was “to secure the fruits of Paul’s labours 
in a way possible only to the Apostle of the Circumcision.” 
But in the epistle there is not the smallest hint of any such 
intention, nor is there any mention made of a difference 
between the Apostle of the Gentiles and the Apostle of the 
Circumcision. Besides, if such were his intention, it is im- 
possible to understand how Peter could have written a hor- 
tatory epistle of such length. This same objection may be 
urged against Bleek’s idea, that the sole occasion of the epistle 
was the journey of Silvanus to Asia Minor. — Pfleiderer (as 
above, p. 419) correctly gives the design of the letter thus: “an 
exhortation to patience and perseverance under severe persecu- 
tion from without, as also to a blameless life, by means of which 
the Christian church might avoid every occasion for a justifiable 
persecution.”—On Schwegler’s hypothesis, that the letter was 
written with the design of effecting a compromise between the 
followers of Paul and those of Peter, see § 4, Introd. Ewald’s 
view, that this circular letter was composed chiefly with the 
design “ of teaching the true relation to all heathen and heathen 
rulers,” is refuted by the contents themselves, which go far 
beyond this. 


The peculiar character of the epistle is due as much to the 
individuality of its author as to its own hortatory tendency ; 
but not to this, that its author preached a Christianity different 
from that of the other apostles, that is to say, a narrow Jewish 
Christianity. The Christianity of Peter, in its sulyective as in 
its objective side, is the same as that of Paul and John. As 
regards the objective side, there are no conceptions of the 
person of Christ here expressed lower than in the other 
books of the N. T. Weiss, who draws a distinction between 
the historical and the speculative methods of viewing the 
person of Christ in the N. T., is no doubt of opinion that 
only the former of these is to be found here, and that there- 
fore Peter’s conception is, in this respect, only a preliminary 
step to those of Paul and John. But although Peter does not 
speak of the pre-existence of Christ in so many words, yet the 
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significance which, according to him, Christ had for the realiza- 
tion of the eternal purposes of God toward humanity (1. 2, 
3, 7, 8, 10-12, 18-20, ii. 4-10, 21-25, iii. 18—iv. 6, iv. 
13, 14, v. 4, 10), goes to prove that he did not regard 
Christ “as a mere man,” distinguished from other men only 
in that “He was anointed by God at His baptism with the 
Holy Spirit, and thus equipped for the office of Messiah.” 
Besides, however, there are not wanting hints which point 
to a higher conception than this. If Christ be not called vios 
rod @cod, God is spoken of directly as matnp tov xuptov 
"Incot Xpicrod (chap. i. 3, 2); and the name «vpvos, which 
Peter, according to the O. T. usage, frequently applies to God, 
is by him attributed without any explanation to Christ 
also, Again, if the Trinity, to which reference is made in 
chap. i. 2, be only the economical Trinity, still im it Christ is 
placed in such a relation to God “as could absolutely never, 
and especially never in the domain of Old Testament faith, be 
applied to a mere human instrument” (Jul. Kostlin). Still 
further, in chap. i. 20, mpoeyvwopévov mpd xataBorjs Koo- 
pov, where even Weiss is forced to find an idea expressed 
beyond any that can be explained on the “ historic principle,” 
though it be true that here it is not—as Schumann (die Lehre 
v. d. Person Christi, p. 449) assumes—the real, but only, in 
the first instance, the ideal pre-existence that is affirmed, yet 
this very ideal pre-existence undeniably points beyond the 
simple humanity of Christ. It is, too, a mere makeshift for 
Weiss to assert that the idea was formed in Peter’s mind, 
from the circumstance only, that Christ had already been 
predicted by the prophets, for rpd cataBorjs xoopov plainly 
goes far beyond this. And lastly, even if Weiss’ interpretation 
of 70... mvetua Xpiotob, chap. i. 11 (see Comment. in loe.), 
were admissible, it would also follow, from the very fact that 
Peter spoke of the working of God’s Spirit in the prophets, 
according to its indwelling in Christ, that he had a conception 
of Christ’s nature higher than any Weiss would allow him to 
have had. 

Peter’s estimate also of the work of Christ, as of His person, 
is in no way different from that of the other apostles. For him, 
too, it is the death and resurrection of Christ which lays the 
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foundation of man’s salvation, the communication of the Spirit 
of the glorified Christ by which that salvation is appropriated 
by man, and the second coming of Christ by which it is 
completed. No doubt Weiss thinks that Peter attributes to 
the blood of Christ a redemptive, but not an expiatory power, 
and that certainly the idea of sacrifice is foreign to him, if 
that of substitution be not; but this opinion can be justified 
only by a misconception of the particular points in the 
passages in question (i. 18, 19, i. 24, iii, 18). 

With respect to the subjective side of Christianity, Peter 
has in reference to it also no peculiar teaching. According to 
him, it is again faith which is made the condition of a partici- 
pation in the salvation of Christ; cf. i. 5, 7, 8, 9, 21, ii. 7 
(iv. 13), v. 9. True, the wioris of Peter is not characterized 
as specifically Christian by any adjunct such as efs Xpiorov; 
but that none other than a faith on Christ can be meant is 
evident, partly from the reference to the redeeming death of 
Christ which pervades the whole epistle, and partly from the 
circumstance, that when God is spoken of as the object of 
faith (i. 21), the phrase: roy éyelpavta avbtov (Xpucrov) éx 
vexpav kal dd€av aired Sovta (comp. Rom. iv. 24), is added to 
Oecov by way of nearer definition. It can with no justification 
be asserted that faith according to Peter is, on the one hand, 
only the trust in God based on the méracle of the resurrection, 
and on the other simply the recognition of the Messianic 
dignity of Christ, and that accordingly he does not, like Paul, 
make reference to the atonement accomplished by the blood of 
Christ. For, precisely because Peter regards the death of Christ 
as the ground of salvation, it is plainly impossible that he 
should think of this faith by which redemption is obtained, 
without reference to the death of Christ and its effects. 
Weiss, though he admits that this faith, according to the view 
taken of it not merely by Paul and John, but also by Peter, 
introduces into real community of life with Christ, does so 
only under this restriction, that Peter’s conception is based 
entirely on the utterances of Christ, and has not as yet been 
worked into didactic shape ;—as if the living faith were not 
necessarily conscious of community of life with Christ, and 
as if the matter contained in an epistle written with the view 


16 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER. 


of imparting instruction must of necessity be brought into 
didactic form. If, according to Peter, the life of faith be, from 
its earliest commencement, a life of obedience, there is taught 
in this nothing different from what Paul more than once 
affirms (Rom. vi.:17, xv..18, xvi. 19, 20; 2 Cor. x. 15); 
but that Peter “makes the idea of obedience so prominent, 
that faith as the fundamental condition of the possession of 
salvation retires completely into the background” (Weiss), is an 
unfounded assertion.—Since, then, the epistle is written with 
the design mapaxaneiy the Christians, who were enduring 
affliction for their faith’s sake, the reference to a future and 
complete salvation—«Arnpovopia, cwrnpia, So&a, xapis Sons— 
forms, along with the exhortation to a pious Christian walk of 
life, a chief feature in it, and it is therefore quite natural that 
the éAzis should appear as the centre of its apostolic mapd- 
KAnoes (chap... $311.33 2 1, cit, 2b.09) 15) ives vel ee, 
10). But although it is peculiar to Peter to gaze on the 
future completion of salvation with a hope that stretched 
away beyond the present possession of it, yet we must not on 
that account seek to draw a distinction between him as the 
apostle of hope and Paul as the apostle of faith ; and still less, 
with Weiss, attribute to him a different conception of doctrine 
in that, whilst according to Paul hope is only a single con- 
stituent of faith, Peter saw in faith only “the preliminary 
step to hope.” 


RemMark.— Whilst Weiss considers the doctrinal conception 
in the epistle as a preliminary step to Paulinism, Pfleiderer, on 
the other hand, characterizes it as “a Paulinism popularised, 
and thereby rendered weak and insipid.” In reference to this, the 
following remarks must be made :—(1) Pfleiderer indeed admits 
that the emphasis laid on the death of Christ as the means of 
our redemption is a genuinely Pauline feature; at the same 
time, however, he is of opinion that the death of Christ must 
be taken here as referring not, as with Paul, to the expiation of 
the guilt of sin, but only to the removal of a life of sin, and 
that its redemptory effects can only be considered as morally 
communicated, in order that it may as a powerful example 
bring about the resolution to an obedient imitation of Christ. 
But this is clearly incorrect, for it is apparent from an un- 
prejudiced perusal of the passages in question that redemption 
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from the guilt of sin is viewed as the primary effect of Christ’s 
death, though there is undoubtedly also reference to its final 
aim in delivering from the power of sin. How can redemption 
from a life of sin be conceived of without the forgiveness of 
sin? The very expression fuvricuis aiwaros I, X. (i. 2) is a 
proof that our author regarded the forgiveness of sin as the 
effect of the blood of Christ. The idea that man must earn pardon 
for himself by his own obedient following of Christ, is totally 
foreign to this epistle. (2) If Pfleiderer asserts that here we 
have faith presented in an aspect different from that of Paul, 
inasmuch as its object is not Christ the historical Redeemer 
from sin, but Christ the Glorified One, it must be urged in 
reply, that Christian faith, in the nature of it, has reference 
at once to the abased and to the exalted Christ,—to the former 
because He is exalted, to the latter in that He was made low,— 
and that in this passage also between Paul and the writer of 
this epistle there was no difference and could be none. (3) In 
opposition to Pfleiderer’s assertion, that obedience also has for 
each of the two a different import, inasmuch as, while Paul con- 
siders moral obedience to be the fruit of faith, the author of this 
epistle looks on morality as a particular element of faith itself, 
it must be remarked, that if obedience be the fruit of faith, 
it must in germ be contained in faith, that is, be an element 
of faith. (4) With respect to the svetua, Pfleiderer admits 
that it is for both in every way the life-principle of Christi- 
anity, only he finds it worthy of notice that in this epistle the 
communication of the Spirit is not made to stand in any way 
connected with baptism. But it is clearly a quite unjustifiable 
demand, that this relation should find expression in the single 
passage in which reference is made to baptism.—No doubt it 
cannot be denied that the several particulars of Christian faith, 
knowledge, and life have received from Paul a fuller develop- 
ment, and as a consequence a clearer definition, than in our 
epistle ; but this can be accounted for as much by the individu- 
ality of the two apostles as by the purely hortatory character of 
this epistle, and is no evidence of the correctness of Pfleiderer’s 
view.—Hofmann justly remarks: “The epistle contains nothing 
by which its author can be recognised as the advocate of an 

. . insipid Paulinism, and nothing either which betrays his 
dependence on Pauline forms of thought.” 


The peculiar character of the epistle, by which it is distin- 
guished from the writings of Paul and John, has its origin 
not in any doctrinal difference, but on the one hand in the 
individuality of its author, and on the other in its own practical 
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design. Peter does not mean to teach, he is anxious rather to 
exhort in accordance with his practical mind,’ as far removed 
from the dialectic bent of Paul as from the intuitive of John. 
—The epistle bears further a characteristic impress in the 
O. T. modes of thought and expression peculiar to it? In 
none of the writings of the N. T. do we find, comparatively 
speaking, so numerous quotations from and references to the 
O. T. (comp. chap. i. 16, 24, 25, ii. 3, 4, 6, 7, 9,10, 22-24, 
iii. 10-12, 13, 14, iv. 8, 17, 18, v. 5, 7). But more than 
this, the author lives and moves so much in O. T. conceptions, 
that he expresses his thoughts by preference in O. T. language. 
When he wishes to set forth the dignity of the Christian 
church, or to make reference to the future salvation of 
believers, or to exhort to a walk becoming Christians, he does 
so for the most part in the manner peculiar to the O. T. 
Even when he speaks of the death of Christ as the ground of 
salvation, it is in O. T. language that he lays stress on its 
significance. And all this without so much as hinting at the 
specific difference between the O. and N. T. So that all the 
ideas, more especially, which are in Paul rooted in the clear 
consciousness of the difference between the two economies: 
dixatovcbas éx THs TioTews, vioOecia, the relation of affection 
between God and Christians as His children,® etc., occupy here 
an entirely subordinate position. Nevertheless the tone of 
the whole epistle is decidedly Christian, not only in that it is 
inspired by that spirit to which Christ referred when He said 
to James and John: “Know ye not what spirit ye are of?” 
but because there is to be found in it no trace of Mosaic 
legality, or of the national narrowness peculiar to the Jewish 


1 Strangely enough, Hofmann takes offence at what is here said, although he 
himself describes ‘‘ Peter’s mind as one which directly apprehended the duty of 
the moment, as the moment presented it, and set about fulfilling it by word 
and deed without circumlocution or hesitation,’—proof evidently of a practical 
mind. 

2 According to Hofmann, it is not the conception, but the manner of ex- 
pression, that is that of the O. T.; but is not expression determined by con- 
ception ? 

’ This, too, Hofmann questions, assigning as his reason chap. i. 17; but 
the expression Father is applied to God in the O. T. also (Isa. lxiii. 16; Jer. 
xxxi, 9), without the relation of child being conceived in the same way as it 
is by Paul. 
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people. The Christian church is a yévos éxdextdv just in 
that it is Christian, and not in any way because the greater 
part of it belongs to the nation of Israel, “into which the 
others have only been ingrafted.” The Mosaic law is not 
so much as mentioned, nor does the expression vouos once 
occur. No doubt it is strongly insisted upon that Christians 
should live an holy life; but the obligation is deduced not 
from any law, but from the fact that they are redeemed from 
their watala avactpopy by the tipwov aia of Christ, and are 
born again of seed incorruptible, while, as the means through 
which they are to procure their sanctification, the wveduwa is 
mentioned, not the legal letter (a ypduua). From this it 
follows that the name “ Apostle of the Circumcision” (Weiss), 
given to Peter, is inappropriate, if it be understood in a sense 
different from that in Gal. ii. 7, 8. It can nowhere be proved 
from his epistle that circumcision had for Peter any significance 
whatever for the Christian life. Rather is he penetrated by 
O. T. ideas only in so far as they obtain their true fulfilment in 
Christianity, and no allusion whatever is made to those of them 
which had already found their realization in Christ.—Further, 
the epistle bears a peculiar character from the traces in it which 
prove the author to have been an eye-witness and an ear-witness 
of Christ. Not only does the apostle style himself pdprus trav 
Tov Xpiotod Tanwatwv, but the way in which he discourses 
of the sufferings and glory of Christ is a proof that he speaks 
from a personal experience, the power of which he himself 
had directly felt. Nor this alone. Oftentimes in his expres- 
sions the very words he had heard from Christ are re-echoed, 
and hence the many points of accord, especially with the 
discourses of Christ as these are contained in the synoptic 
Gospels ; cf. chap. i. 4 with Matt. xxv. 34; i. 8 with John xx. 
23; 1.10 ff. with Luke x. 24; i. 13 with Luke xii 35; ii 
12 with Matt. v. 10; ii. 17 with Matt. xxii. 21; ii, 13-15 
with Matt. x. 28; and v. 10, 11, iv. 13, 14, with Matt. v. 
12; v. 3 with Matt. xx: 25,26; v. 6 with Matt xxiii. 12.7 


1 Hofmann, indeed, disputes that there is here any allusion to the words of 
Christ ; he admits, however, that it is possible that ‘‘the expression used by our 
Lord, Matt. v. 16, was present to the mind of the apostle when writing ii. 12;’ 
and he says: ‘‘the @y odx ives dvameee shows clearly enough that it is written 
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Lastly, the epistle shows an unmistakeable kinship with 
various writings of the N. T. Did this consist merely in 
the occurrence here and there of single cognate thoughts, 
conceptions, or expressions, there would still be no proof of 
interdependence. In the whole of the N. T. writings there 
is contained a gospel substantially one and the same, and 
there must have prevailed in the intercourse of believers 
with one another — every allowance being made for diver- 
sity in the individual—a common mode of thought and 
expression, which had its origin chiefly in the writings 
of the O. T. But the affinity which is apparent between 
the Epistle of Peter and several of the Epistles of Paul and 
the Epistle of James, goes far beyond this. Among Paul’s 
writings there are several passages in the Epistles to the 
Romans and Ephesians to which Peter’s epistle stands in a 
relation of dependence. Almost all the thoughts in Rom. xii. 
and xili, are to be found repeated in the Epistle of Peter,— 
only here they are scattered throughout the whole letter ;— 
and not detached thoughts alone, but whole trains of thought, 
in which there is a similarity of expression even in what is 
of secondary moment; cf. from Rom. xii, ver. 1 with 1 Pet. 
il. 5, ver. 2 with i. 14, vv. 3-8 with iv. 10, ver. 9 with i. 22, 
ver. 10 with ii. 17, ver. 13 withiv. 9, more especially vv. 14-19 
with iii, 8-12; and from chap. xiii, vv. 1-7 with ii. 13, 14 
(see on this Weiss, p. 406 ff.). But echoes of other passages in 
Romans are to be found; cf. Pet. i. 21 with Rom. iv. 24; 
Pet. 11. 24 with Rom. vi. 18; Pet. ili, 22 with Rom. viii. 34; 
Pet. iv. 1, 2 with Rom. vi. 7 (here it is not the clauses only 
which correspond: 6 taOov x.7.r. and 6 amoOaver x.7.X., but 
the subsequent thought of Peter: efs To pmxéte avOpoTav 
«.T.r., answers to the previous idea of Paul: tod pnxéte Sov- 
Reve «.7.r.); Pet. v. 1 with Rom. viii. 18; particularly 
striking is the agreement between Pet. ii. 6 and Rom. ix. 33 
(x. 11).— The kinship between the Epistle of Peter and that 
to the Ephesians is based not on single passages only, but at the 
same time on the composition of the two writings. If our epistle 
by one who has seen the Lord.” Hofmann is wrong in denying that the words 


vaprus trav rod Xpicrod wabnudrwy, V. 1, bear the meaning here presupposed. 
See Hofmann in loc. 
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be in superscription and introduction similar to the epistles of 
Paul, it bears a peculiar resemblance to that to the Ephesians, 
inasmuch as the thanks expressed in the latter have reference 
not to the particular circumstances of a special church, but to 
the common salvation of which the Christians had been made 
partakers ; the formula of thanksgiving, too, is in both literally 
the same: edAoynTos 6 Ocds x.7.d. (thus 2 Cor.). The contents, 
too, of the epistles present many points of similarity both in 
the general exhortations to a walk in love towards each other, 
humility, and meekness, and a renunciation of their former 
heathenish life in fleshly passions and lusts, and in the special 
exhortations with respect to domestic relations ; further, in the 
summons to resist the devil, and lastly, in the concluding wish 
of peace. The following particular passages may be compared 


with each other: Pet. i. 1 (€eXextols ... Kata mpoyrwoow 
Ocod ... év ayiacp@ mvevparos) and Eph. i. 4 (é&eréEato 
nas... ™po KataBorHs Kocpov, elvar Hu. arylovs); Pet. i. 5 


and Eph. 1.19; Pet. i. 14 and Eph.ii. 3; Pet. i. 18 and Eph. 
iv. 17; Pet. ii. 4, 5 and Eph. ii. 20-22; Pet. ii. 18 and Eph. 
vi. 5; Pet.iii. 1 and Eph.v. 22; Pet. iii. 18 (apoodyew) and 
Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12 (7pocaywyn) ; Pet. iii 22 and Eph. i. 20, 
21; Pet. v. 8,9 and Eph. vi. 10 ff. It is also worthy of 
special remark that in both epistles the goal of the Christian 
is indicated by the word xAnpovouia, and that in both the 
angel world is represented as standing in a relation to Christ’s 
work of redemption; cf. Pet. i. 12 and Eph. ii. 10; Peter 
seems to make reference also to Eph. iv. 8-10. 

The similarity between particular passages of Peter’s epistle 
and Paul’s other epistles is not of such a nature as to 
warrant the conclusion that there is a dependence of the 
former on the latter. If, eg., Pet. iii. 2, etc., and 1 Tim. ii. 9 
treat of the ornaments of women, and the order in which the 
particular objects are brought forward be in both cases the 
same, this may doubtless be a merely accidental circumstance. 
Besides, the nomenclature varies—On the other hand, the 
agreement between particular passages in the Epistles of 
James and Peter is of such a kind that it cannot be regarded 
as accidental; see Pet. i. 6, 7 and Jas. i. 2,3 (comp. dyar- 
Adobe and yapav jynoacbe ; AuTNOévTEs EV TrOLKidoLs TrELpAc- 
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pois and bray metpacpois tepurécete Trovkinous, and in both 
passages the identical 76 Soxiuiov ipav Tis wictews) ; further, 
Pet. ii. 1 and Jas. i. 21 (there: doéwevor racay Kakiav ; 
here: d7ro0éuevoe Tacav puTrapiay Kal Tepiccelay Kaxias; there: 
Td AoytKov ASorov yara érum@oOncate ; here, the not very dis- 
similar thought: dé€ac0e rov éuputov AOyov; there, the aim: 
iva ev avT@ av&nOAre eis cwtnpiay; here, the similar thought 
in the participial clause: tov Svvdpevov chaar Tas uyas 
ipov); lastly, Pet. v. 5-9 and Jas. iv. 6, 7,10, where in 
both passages there is the same quotation from the O. T., 
then the exhortation to humble submission to God, and 
thereon the summons to withstand the devil; besides this, 
Pet. v. 6 is almost identical with Jas. iv. 10.° 

The dependence of Peter’s epistle on the writings already 
mentioned, whilst it is acknowledged by almost all inter- 
preters (in recent times more especially by Wiesinger, Schott, 
and Hofmann; in like manner, too, by Ewald, Reuss, Bleek ; 
Guericke’s opinion is doubtful), is denied by Mayerhoff, Rauch, 
and Briickner. Briickner, while admitting that there still 
remains the general impression of so many echoes, which 
always seems to point back to the dependence of Peter's 
epistles, is nevertheless of opinion that the similarity can be 
explained simply from the circumstance that cognate ideas in 
the minds of the apostles called for cognate terms, especially 
if there be taken into account the power of primitive Chris- 
tian tradition on early Christian style, and the prevalent 
modes of expression which had arisen out of conceptions 
formed under the influence of the Old Covenant. This result, 
however, he obtains in the following way :—He resolves the 
similar thoughts into their several elements; and having 
directed special attention to these, he lays particular stress on 
the differences he discovers. This process of separation is of 
necessity misleading, and if it be not employed, the similarity 
is so great that there can be no doubt as to the dependence of 


1 Although several of the citations from the Epistles to the Romans and 
Ephesians, and from that of James, might lead to the supposition that the pas- 
sages in question in Peter’s epistle are not dependent on them (cf. Hofmann, 
p- 206 ff.), yet, as is fully recognised by Hofmann, that' in no way alters the 
matter itself. 
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the one composition on the other. Weiss has demonstrated 
this at full length with respect to the relation between the 
Epistle of Peter and those to the Romans (chaps. xii. and xiii.) 
and Ephesians. He is wrong, however, when he says that 
the dependence is on the side of Paul, and not on that of 
Peter. With regard to Rom. xii. and xiii., it must be remem- 
bered—(1) That it is entirely improbable that Paul should, 
quite contrary to his usual custom, have been at the trouble 
to collect the thoughts here arranged from an epistle where 
they occur in a quite different connection; whilst there is in 
itself nothing improbable in the supposition,—if he were 
acquainted with the Epistle to the Romans, and more espe- 
cially the above chapters,—that Peter wrote under the influence 
of Paul’s expression in the different passages of his epistle, 
where the course of his own thoughts suggested to him the 
same ideas. (2) That the views of Weiss necessarily lead 
to a depreciation of the literary capability of Paul Weiss 
himself says that Paul’s dependence on Peter caused him to 
place in chap. xii. 6, 7, dvaxovia, in the narrower sense, which 
is “evidently jarring,’ between the three spiritual gifts; to 
introduce in ver. 11, “ without any purpose,” the exhortation TH 
érrrids yalpovtes; to put the thought in ver. 15 in the wrong 
place ; and in ver. 16 to interpolate the idea quite inappropri- 
ately.’ As to the Epistle to the Ephesians, it must be remarked 
—(1) That no foreign influence can be recognised in it,—when 
compared with the other Pauline Epistles. Its dissimilarity is 
to be explained from its own individual tendency as a circular 
letter. (2) That the special peculiarities by which this Epistle 
is distinguished from the other letters of Paul, even from that 
to the Colossians, have nothing whatsoever in common with 
the Epistle of Peter. In addition to this, let it be noted that 
the independence of Paul, which is apparent in every one of 
his epistles, stands in sharpest contradiction with the assump- 


1 Since Weiss himself uses the expressions above quoted, the accusation that 
he detracts from Paul’s independence is certainly not without justification. If 
he complain that even in this commentary regard is not paid to ‘‘the general 
considerations” (pp. 403-406 in der Petrin. Lehrbegrif’), we mast observe in 
reply, that general possibilities do not issue in much,—more especially when 
concrete circumstances prevent that being regarded as a reality which is in 
itself possible. 
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tion that the apostle was indebted to those passages in Peter's 
epistle ; whilst, on the other hand, the leaning which Peter 
had to the O. T. and to the words of Christ, shows that to 
allow his mode of expression to be shaped by the influence of 
another was in no way opposed to the peculiar character of 
his mind, but entirely in harmony with it, as part of a nature 
“ easily determined, receptive, and peculiarly open to personal 
impressions,” Schott. 


REMARK. — Weiss, in his essay entitled Die Petrinische 
Frage, written for the purpose of defending his views on the 
dependence of the Epistles to the Romans and Ephesians, 
against objections raised to them, substantially repeats what 
he had formerly said, and hardly adduces anything new. In 
denying that there subsists any relation of dependence between 
Rom. vi. 7 and Pet. iv. 12, and between Rom. vi. 2, 18 and Pet. 
ii. 24, Weiss overlooks the fact that the resemblance rests not 
alone on the two expressions 6 &rodavwy and 6 rade oupxi, and that 
his interpretation of ra?z amupriass a&royevouevor IS AN EYrOncous one. 
A more minute examination of the several clauses of chaps. xii. 
and xiii. of Romans can result merely in the conclusion, that it 
is not in itself impossible that this epistle was conceived under 
the influence of Peter’s letter. But the priority of the latter 
is not thereby proved. The hortatory design of this epistle 
explains why it is that Peter has confined himself to these two 
chapters, and why in his composition are to be found none “ of 
the developments of Christian doctrinal conceptions peculiar 
to Paul.” Besides, it must be noted that although Peter says 
nothing of the relation of the véuos and the ¢pya rod vowou, he is 
completely at one with Paul in the fundamental conception 
that sinful man can obtain salvation only through faith in 
Christ. — With respect to the affinity between the Epistle of 
Peter and that to the Ephesians, Weiss himself admits that 
“evidence for the originality of the Petrine passages can be 
led with still less strictness from a comparison of details.” 
Weiss wrongly affirms that the Epistle to the Ephesians is 
related to that of Peter precisely in those very points which 
distinguish it from the rest of Paul’s writings. For the peculiar 
and distinctive character of the Epistle to the Ephesians does 
not consist only in that it is a circular letter (an assertion 
which, however, is decidedly denied by many critics, and 
particularly by Meyer; see his commentary, Hind. § 1), and 
that its commencement is of an import more general than that 
of the other Pauline Epistles, but more especially in the whole 
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diction, which, in the rich fulness of its expression, bears an 
impress different from the rest of the apostle’s writings. That 
this peculiarity, however, cannot be traced to a knowledge on 
the apostle’s part of Peter’s epistle, needs not to be proved. 
When Weiss finds it a characteristic of the Epistle to the 
Ephesians that its “ ethical exhortation culminates in advices for 
the several stations of life,” he must have forgotten that exactly 
the same is the case with the Epistle to the Colossians, which 
plainly was not written under the influence of Peter’s epistle. 


The dependence of this epistle on Paul and James is not, 
as Schott assumes, to be attributed to Peter’s intention to show 
the agreement of his doctrine with that of these two men. 
For it is precisely their doctrinal peculiarities which are not 
echoed in the related passages; and altogether a doctrinal 
intent is nowhere discernible. It must therefore be assumed 
that Peter, from his familiarity with these epistles, was so 
penetrated by their prevailing modes of thought and expres- 
sion, and the connection of their ideas, that recollections 
of these, although not unconsciously still involuntarily,’ 
became interwoven with his style. Such reminiscences, too, 
would press themselves upon his mind the more readily in 
the case of the Epistle to the Ephesians, that it was addressed 
to the same churches in Asia Minor which Peter felt himself 
urged to confirm and strengthen in their state of grace. 

With all this dependence, however, the epistle has still 
its peculiar impress different from that of the epistles of Paul 
and James. Although it abound in conceptions which are 


1 Schott’s opinion is far-fetched, that Peter’s continual references to the Pauline 
Epistles arose from his tender anxiety lest he should add to ‘‘ the disquiet and 
apprehension of his readers, by giving any direct expression to his apostolic 
individuality, unknown as it was to them.” He thinks that for this reason Peter 
had, ‘‘ without mentioning his intention, unnoticed, and as it were by chance, 
here and there, sometimes more distinctly and sometimes less so, allowed his 
readers to hear the well-known voice of their real pastor.” 

2 Hofmann goes too far in maintaining that Peter ‘‘ purposely” connected 
his epistle with that to the Ephesians, making the opening passages of the 
former thus similar to those of the latter, ‘‘in order that from the commence- 
ment his heathen readers must perceive his intention, and recognise the 
harmony subsisting between that which was written by the Apostle of the 
Circumcision and that formerly penned by the Apostle of the Heathen.” This 
assertion arises from the mistaken views which Hofmann has formed as to the 
design of the epistle. 
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common to all the apostles, there are yet to be found in it 
not only particular expressions and terms, but also many ideas, 
which are foreign to the other writings of the N. T. Thus 
it is distinctive of this epistle, that the work of salvation is 
characterized as something after which the prophets searched, 
and into which the angels desired to look (i. 10-12); that 
the Christians are called mdpoixos Kal maperidnwor (ii. 11) ; 
that the exhortation to an holy walk is based on this, that 
thereby the heathen would recognise the groundlessness of 
their accusations (ii. 12, iii, 16); and that the endurance of 
wrong is termed a ydpss. Further, peculiar to this epistle 
are: the exhibition of Christ’s sufferings as a type of their 
own sufferings for the faith’s sake (ii. 21 ff); the idea that 
Christ has preached to the spirits in prison (il. 19, iv. 6); 
the consolation drawn from the similarity of the affliction of 
the Christian brethren (v. 9); Sarah, in her subjection to 
Abraham, held up to women as an example (ii. 6); the 
comparison drawn between baptism and the flood, and the 
designation of the former as cuverdjcews ayaOhs érepornua 
(iii, 21); the thought that the sufferings of Christ form the 
beginning of judgment (iv. 12); the exhortation to the elders 
(v. 1-3); the term dpxuroujv as (v. 4) applied to Christ, etc. 
It cannot justly be urged against this epistle that it is 
wanting in logical development of thought. Since the epistle 
bears an hortatory character, there is nothing to excite surprise 
when the author makes a transition from more general to more 
special precepts, and again from more special to more general, 
and when he, as the spirit moves him, builds now one 
exhortation, now another, on this or on that fact of redemp- 
tion, finding here again occasion for fresh admonitions. But 
that with all this there is no want of a definite train of 
thought, is proved by the above summary of contents. The 
style does not abound in aphorisms, like that of the discourses 
of Jesus and the Epistle of James, but is distinguished by 
thoughts connected by means of participles, relative pronouns, 
copulative particles, as in the Pauline Epistles. <A peculiarity, 
too, is to be found in the frequent condensation of several 
conceptions into a substantival or adjectival idea by means 
of the definite article (chap. 1. 3, 5, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
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17, etc.) ; further, the frequent use of the particle &s (chap 
114, 19, im 1, 5, 16, im. 10, 11, 15, 16, v.. 3); lastly, the 
construction of the participle, both with an imperative either 
preceding (i. 13, 14, 22, ii. 1, 4, 16) or following it (i. 18, 23, 
ii. 1, 2, 5, 7), as also its employment im an absolute and 
independent way, without being joined to a particular finite 
verb (ii. 18, iii. 1, 7, 9, 16, iv. 8). 

Whilst de Wette looks on the epistle as hardly worthy of 
an apostle, others praise, and rightly too, the freshness and 
vividness of its style,’ its “richness in Christian doctrine,” 
and the “noble artlessness which feels itself satisfied and 
blessed in the simple and believing reception, and calm and 
quiet possession, of the facts of a divinely given salvation ” 
(Schott). 


SEC. 3.—THE READERS OF THE EPISTLE; THE TIME AND PLACE O} 
ITS COMPOSITION. 


Whilst the epistle itself gives no precise information as to 
who the readers addressed are, its superscription shows them 
to have been Christians in Asia Minor, more especially those in 
Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia (by which term proconsular 
Asia is to be understood), and Bithynia; that is to say, the 
Christians in regions where Paul and his companions, according 
to his epistles and the Acts of the Apostles, had first preached 
the gospel and founded the Christian church.—TIn ancient 
times the prevalent view was that the epistle was addressed to 
Jewish-Christians. This opinion was entertained by Eusebius, 
Didymus, Epiphanius, Hieronymus, Oecumenius, Theophy- 
lactus; and among more recent authors, by Erasmus, Calvin, 
Grotius, Bengel, Augusti, Hug, Bertholdt, Pott, and others. 
Several interpreters, like Wolf, Gerhard, Jachmann, etc., have 
modified this view, in so far that they hold the epistle to have 
been written principally (principaliter) no doubt for Jewish- 
Christians, but in a certain sense (quodammodo) for Gentile- 
Christians also (fidei interna ac loci externa unitate illis con- 


1 Grotius : habet haec epistola + 7Gdpsy, conveniens ingenio principis aposto- 
lorum. Bengel: mirabilis est gravitas et alacritas Petrini sermonis lectorem 
suavissime retinens. 
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junctos). This is the position taken up by Weiss. He 
assumes that the majority of church members were Jewish- 
Christians, and that these were regarded by Peter as the real 
body of the congregations ; for this reason, and not thinking of 
the admixture of heathen which had everywhere taken place, 
the apostle addresses the Jewish-Christians only. Weiss’ view 
is very closely bound up with his opinion, that the churches 
in question had already been founded before the missionary 
journey of Paul to Asia Minor, by Jews of that region who 
had been converted at Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost or 
subsequently to it. This assertion, however, is not only with- 
out any foundation whatsoever in history, but is opposed to 
all that is told us of the Apostle Paul’s labours in Asia Minor, 
in his epistles and in the Acts of the Apostles, inasmuch as 
there is in neither the smallest hint that when he commenced 
his work there, a Christian church was in existence anywhere 
in that land. It is surely inconceivable that Paul should have 
pursued his missionary work in that region without in any 
way taking notice of the church already established there, 
and all the more so if that church had by that time risen to 
such importance as to draw on itself the persecuting hate of 
the heathen.—The proofs adduced by Weiss, that the epistle 
was addressed to Jewish-Christian churches, are as follow :— 
1. The designation of the readers in the superscription of the 
letter; 2. The style of expression so strongly based on the O. T.; 
3. The occurrence of several passages, namely: chaps. i. 14, 18, 
i. 9, 10, 11. 6, iv. 3, which point apparently to Gentile, but in 
reality to Jewish-Christians as readers. The jist proof falls to 
the ground when the expression éxex7ol taperidnpuor Siactropas 
IIovrov «.7.d. is correctly understood (see comment. to i. 1). 
With regard to the second proof, however, it must be noted 
that the references to the O. T. were for Gentile-Christians 
(who of course cannot be conceived of without some acquaint- 
ance with the O. T.) not less intelligible than for Jewish- 
Christians. Paul himself makes frequent enough allusion to 
the O. T. in his epistles addressed to Gentile-Christians (cf. eg. 
1 Cor. i. 19, 31, ii. 9, 16, iii, 19, 20, etc.)..— With respect 

1 Weiss wrongly tries (die Petrin. Frage, p. 628) to neutralize the evidential 
value of this remark, by saying ‘‘that it does not touch the very pith of his 
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to the third proof, the previous condition of the readers in 
the passages quoted is not in appearance only, but as a matter 
of fact, characterized as heathenish, and that not positively 
simply, but negatively also. For in these verses there is not 
the faintest intimation that the readers before their con- 
version had stood, as Israelites, in the covenant relation to 
God to which Paul invariably makes reference when he 
speaks to Jews or of them. The whole character of the 
epistle speaks not against, but much more in favour of the 
assumption that the churches here addressed, at least the larger 
part of them, were composed not of Jewish, but of Gentile- 
Christians. In favour, too, of this view, is the circumstance that 
these same churches are represented as suffering persecution, 
not at the hands of the Jews, but of the heathen; which goes 
to show that the latter did not regard these Christians merely 
as a sect within Judaism, as would naturally have been the 
case had they been formerly Jews, or for the most part Jews. 
The persecuting zeal of the heathen was directed against it 
only when Christianity began to draw its professors no longer 
from Judaism chiefly, but from heathendom; and it was not 
Jewish, but Gentile-Christian churches which were the objects 
of detestation. Justly, then, did Augustine (contra Faustum, 
xil, 89) already, and Cassiodorus (de insti. dw. lit. ii. p. 516) 
later on, Luther and Wetstein, and in recent times Steiger, de 
Wette, Briickner, Mayerhoff, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann, as 
also Neander, Guericke, Reuss, Lechler, Schaff, Jul. Kostlin, 
Bleek, and others, pronounce in favour of the opinion that the 
churches in question must be held to have been composed of 
Gentile-Christians. The hypothesis of Benson, Michaelis, 
Credner, and some others, that this epistle is designed for 


argument, which consists in this, that Peter expressly quotes the O. T., as Paul 
does only ini. 16, ii. 6.” For, on the one hand, Paul, too, employs O. T. expres- 
sions and phrases without adding yéypaxrra or the like, e.g. in the passage above 
quoted, 1 Cor. ii. 16. On the other hand, the O. T. expressions employed by Peter 
without the formula of quotation, are of such a kind as to have been intelli- 
gible to the Christians as such, irrespective of whether they formerly had heen 
heathens or Jews ; nor do they by any means ‘‘ presuppose so intimate a know- 
ledge of the O. T. as is conceivable only in those who had formerly been 
Jews.” With regard to their acquaintance with the O. T., cf. Meyer on Rom. 
vii. 1, where Paul speaks of the Christians, without exception, as ywaexovres 


voquoy, 
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such Gentile-Christians as had before their conversion to 
Christianity been “Proselytes of the Gate,” is evidently a 
purely arbitrary one. 

As to their condition, we gather from the epistle for the 
most part only, that the churches were at that time exposed 
to many persecutions at the hands of the heathen, which, 
however, consisted more in contumelies and revilings than 
in actual ill-treatment. That these manifold persecutions 
were instituted by the state cannot, with Hug, Mayerhoff, 
and Neander, be concluded from the expressions dodoyia 
and kaxomovds in iii. 15, 16. Schott’s conjecture, that they 
were connected with those which arose under Nero, is refuted 
on the one hand by their character as described in the epistle, 
and on the other by the testimony of history, which confines 
the Neronic persecution solely to Rome. A too gloomy 
picture of the moral condition of the readers must not be 
drawn from the exhortations given to them relative to the 
persecutions, although it is not ineredible that the short- 
comings brought here and there to light by the persecutions 
may have induced the apostle to compose this epistle; open 
blame is nevertheless not expressed. Nor is there anything 
to indicate that the church was disturbed by heretical tenden- 
cies, or opposing parties of Jewish and Gentile-Christians.— 
The notion that Peter was personally acquainted with his 
readers, is opposed as much by the want of any personal 
relations on his part to his readers, as by the distinction he 
makes between himself and those who had proclaimed the 
gospel to them. 

Only one passage (v. 13) has reference to the place where 
the epistle was composed. From.the circumstance that Peter 
sends greetings from the church (not from his wife) in Babylon, 
it may correctly be inferred that during the composition of the 
epistle he was in that city. But whether by Babylon is to 
be understood the Babylon properly so called, on the banks of 
the Euphrates, or Rome rather, the capital of the world, is a 
question by no means settled as yet (cf. on this the remarks 
to the passage). It is not at all improbable in itself that Peter 
was for a time in Babylon proper, and laboured there as an 
apostle, the less so that from of old, in that very city, 
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there were large Jewish communities, which stood in intimate 
connection with Jerusalem. 

In order to settle more precisely the time of the conwposition, 
it must be observed principally — (1) That the epistle is 
directed to Pauline churches; (2) That it presupposes the 
acquaintance of its author with the Epistle to the Ephesians. 
If these two points, above proved to be correct, are estab- 
lished, the epistle can neither, as Weiss assumes, have been 
composed at the beginning of Paul's third missionary journey, 
nor, as Briickner conjectures, at the end of it; its origin 
must be relegated rather to a later date. Assuming that 
the Epistle to the Ephesians was written by Paul during 
his captivity at Rome, Wieseler would place the composition 
of our epistle in the latter part of that captivity. But the 
following facts militate against this; on the one hand, that the 
persecutions of the Christians in the provinces of Asia Minor, 
which occasioned this letter of Peter, are mentioned neither 
in the Epistle to the Ephesians nor in that to the Colossians ; 
and, on the other, that in the former there is no reference to 
those false teachers whose appearance these epistles presuppose. 
Peter, too, if he had composed his epistle at that time, would 
certainly not have left the imprisonment of Paul unnoticed, 
the more especially that he was writing to a Pauline church. 
The letter can have been composed, then, only after the two 
years’ imprisonment of Paulin Rome. Ewald and Hofmann 
are of opinion that it was written immediately after his release 
from captivity. But it is more than improbable that an epistle 
addressed to a Pauline church was composed when Paul was 
still alive and engaged in work. If such had been the case, 
Peter would certainly not have omitted to specify the relation 
in which he stood to Paul, and the motive which induced him 
to write to a Pauline church, since by so doing he was evi- 
dently encroaching by his apostolic labours on the missionary 
territory of Paul.’ Accordingly, it must be assumed that the 
epistle was not written until after Paul had been removed by 


1 Hofmann’s remark is singular: that those only were guilty of an interference 
who attempted to turn away from Paul the Gentile-Christian churches founded 
by him, and that Peter would only have been guilty of an encroachment if he 
had aimed at forming a number of Gentile-Christian churches, 
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martyrdom from the field of apostolic labour, and withal at a 
time when this fact had become known to the churches, other- 
wise Peter could not have passed it over in silence. We must 
agree, then, with those critics who place the composition of 
the epistle in the closing years of Peter’s lifetime, at the 
earliest in the year 66 (as Reuss, Bleek, Wiesinger, Schott). 
If Peter died under Nero, that is, about the year 67 A.D., 
the period which extends from the Neronic persecution of 
the Christians and the death of Paul—especially as he 
suffered martyrdom soon after the conflagration in Rome, 
64 A.D.—to the time when this epistle was composed, is long 
enough to allow of it seeming natural that Peter in his epistle 
should leave those two events unnoticed.’ 

All that we learn from the epistle as to the circumstances 
in which the churches in question were placed, and in parti- 
cular, respecting the persecutions to which they were exposed, 
is in harmony with this date. For although the Christians 
had to suffer persecution even during the time of Paul’s 
missionary labours (cf. 1 Thess. i. 6, 11.14; 2 Thess. i. 4, etc.), 
yet this was by no means so generally the case—a statement 
Hofmann unjustly calls in question—as our epistle seems to 
presuppose, but took place for the most part then only when 
the heathen were instigated by the Jews (Acts xvii. 5, xviii. 
12), or by particular individuals to whose interests Christianity 
was opposed (cf. Acts xvi. 16 ff, xix. 23 ff). And albeit 
Tacitus records that the Christians, even so early as the burning 


1 The opposite view (Hofmann’s), that the epistle was written between the 
autumn of the year 63 and that of 64, is based on assumptions, the correctness 
of which cannot be proved. Hofmann supposes that immediately after Paul’s 
release Peter undertook the journey from Jerusalem to Rome, passing through 
Asia Minor by way of Ephesus, withal ‘‘in order that he might restrain those 
whose enmity towards Paul threatened to produce a dissension which would 
have been specially injurious to the church of the world’s capital ;” further, 
that during this journey he became acquainted with the Epistle to the Ephesians, 
with which he ‘‘ purposely” connected his own ; and that he took Mark, who was 
with him when he composed his epistle, away with him from Ephesus, ‘because, 
that of all the Jewish converts who, without belonging to the company of the 
apostle of the Gentiles, were preaching Christ in Rome at the time of Paul’s 
imprisonment, he was perhaps the only one whose conduct towards Peter was 
influenced by love instead of by jealousy and enmity ;” that, immediately upon 
his arrival at Rome, he wrote his epistle. All these suppositions are purely 
fictions, nor can the slightest trace of them be found in the Epistle of Peter. 
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of Rome, were the “odium humani generis” and “ per flagitia 
invisi,” they could have begun to be so only after Christianity 
had shown itself a power capable of advancing on heathendom 
and convulsing it. This it became only in consequence of 
Paul’s missionary labour; and Weiss is not justified in taking 
advantage of the fact to support his views as to the early 
date of composition. On the other hand, the epistle shows 
that, at the time of its origin, the hostility of the Gentiles 
towards, Christianity had not risen to such a height that the 
heathen authorities sought to suppress that religion as a 
religio nova fraught with danger to the state, but had con- 
fined itself as yet to slanders and the like, to which the 
heathen population were incited for the reasons given in 
chap. iv. All this, in like manner, harmonizes with the 
date above mentioned. Weiss concludes that the epistle 
belongs to a time considerably earlier, from the following 
circumstances: “that these sufferings were for the Christians 
still something new, at which they wondered ;” and “ that to 
the heathen it was a thing novel and strange that the Chris- 
tians should renounce their vicious life;” and from this also, 
that “the apostle still expresses the naive (!) hope that the 
heathen, on becoming better acquainted with the holy walk 
of the Christians, would cease from their enmity, as having 
arisen from ignorance.” The conclusion, however, is unwar- 
ranted, the more so that, on the views above expressed as to 
the origin of the churches of Asia Minor and the date of the 
epistle’s composition, the time during which the churches 
had existed was even shorter than on the theory supported 
by Weiss; according to the latter, they had already been in 
existence for about twenty years; according to the former, 
for only about fifteen. Under these circumstances, which he 
has omitted to take into account, Weiss can naturally draw 
nothing favourable to his own opinions from the expression 
occurring in chap. ii. 2: adptuyévunta Bpédy. The mention, too, 
of the vewrepor, in contrast to the mpeaBvrepoe (chap. v. 5), is 
not evidence that the epistle was composed at an earlier date, 
for there is no proof that such vewtepou were no longer to be 
found in the churches of Asia Minor, say, ten years after the 
time mentioned by Weiss. But the chief reason which Weiss 
1 PETER. C 
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adduces as proof that the churches in question were not 
Gentile-Christian, but Judaeo-Christian communities which 
had already been in existence before the apostolic career of 
Paul, and that Peter's epistle had been written before the 
literary labours of the former had commenced, is his own 
affirmation, that the doctrinal system of Peter’s epistle “is pre- 
paratory to that of Paul.” This assertion, in itself erroneous 
and opposed to the real state of the case (ef. more particularly 
Jul. Kostlin, “ Einheit und Mannigfaltigkeit in d. neutest. 
Lehre,” in the Jahrb. fiir deutsche Theologie, 1858), can be 
brought as evidence of the early composition of the epistle, 
the less that it in no way admits of proof that Paul became 
acquainted with the opinions of Peter by means only of this 
epistle, and that Peter afterwards renounced his own system 
for that of Paul. From the presence of Silvanus and Mark 
with Peter at the time he composed this epistle, nothing with 
any exactitude can be concluded, since the former is mentioned 
in Acts xvii. 5 as the companion of Paul; the latter, although 
he was in Rome (Col. iv. 10) during Paul’s first imprison- 
ment, and during the second (2 Tim. iv. 11) in Asia Minor, 
may have been with Peter at any other time. 


SEC. 4.—AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE. 


The epistle is one of the writings of the N. T. the authen- 
ticity of which is most clearly established from antiquity. 
Although in the works of the Apostolic Fathers, Clemens 
Romanus, Barnabas, and Ignatius, there are no formal citations 
from the epistle, but only echoes of it, the direct reference of 
which cannot with certainty be established, still, on the other 
hand, it is undeniable, not only that it is mentioned in the 
so-called Second Epistle of Peter, but that Polycarp also 
quotes verbatim several passages from it, thus justifying the 
remark of Eusebius (H. #. iv. 14), that Polycarp had already 
made use of it; we have it likewise on the testimony of 
Eusebius that Papias did the same in his work, Noyiwy xupia- 
nov e&eynoes. Irenaeus, Tertullian, Clemens Alex., Origen, 
Cyprian, quote passages from the epistle with direct reference 
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to it by name, and that without the smallest hint that there 
had ever a doubt been entertained as to its genuineness. It is 
found also in the older Peschito, which contains only the three 
catholic epistles. Eusebius justly, then, numbers it with the 
Homologumena. In the so-called Muratorian Canon our epistle 
is doubtless not definitely quoted, but the passage to which 
reference is made is not of such a nature that it can be used 
to impugn the authenticity of the epistle’ The words of 
Leontius of Byzantium do not prove that Theodoret of Mop- 
suestia disbelieved in its genuineness (contr. Nestor. et Eutych. 
iil. 14), on which Theodorus: “ ob quam causam, ut arbitror, 
ipsam epistolam Jacobi et alias deinceps aliorum catholicas 
abrogat et antiquat.” The fact, however, that the Paulicians, 
according to the testimony of Petrus Siculus (Hist. Manich. 
p. 17), rejected it, plainly does not affect the question. 

In more recent times, Cludius (Uransichten des Christen- 
thums) was the first to deny the epistle’s genuineness—on 


1 The passage runs thus: Epistola sane Judae et superscripti Johannis duas in 
catholica habentur. Etsapientia ab amicis Salomonis in honorem ipsius scripta. 
Apocalypsis etiam Johannis et Petri tantum recipimus, quam quidem ex nostris 
legi in ecclesia nolunt.—Hug, who looks upon the whole document as a transla- 
tion from the Greek, puts a full stop after Johannis, and connects the words 
Apocalypsis etiam Johannis with what precedes; he regards tantum as a mis- 
understood translation of wo», and quam quidem (or quidam) = 7s wapik cists. 
Guericke agrees with Hug, only with this difference, that instead of as rapté cives, 
he considers 7» ries to be the original text. — Wieseler likewise unites the first 
words with the preceding passage, and then reads: quem quidam, so that the 
sense is: “ Of Peter also we accept as much (as of John, who was previously 
mentioned, 7.e. two epistles and an Apocalypse), which some amongst us would 
not allow to be read in the church.” — Dietlein’s conjecture and explanation is 
still simpler (die kath. Briefe, Th. I. p. 47). According to it, instead of Apoca- 
lypsis, there should be ‘‘ Apocalypses,” and the passage would be translated : 
“Furthermore, of Apocalypses we accept only those of John and Peter, which 
(latter) some amongst us would not allow to be read in the church.” — Thiersch’s 
change of ‘‘tantum ” into “‘ unam epistolam,” and of the words “‘ quam quidem” 
into ‘‘alteram quidam,” is rather too bold. According to Hofmann, the epistle 
is not alluded to in the Fragment; he, like Hug, accepts an original Greek 
document, and takes the first half of the passage to say of the Epistle of Jude, 
and of the two—as stated in the superscription—by John (consequently the first 
is not included, for it has no superscription), that they are valued in the church 
as utterances of wisdom written by friends of Solomon (i.e. Christ) to his honour ; 
in the second part of the passage he understands the writer to say: we so far 
accept the revelations both of John and Peter, as, indeed, some of us will not 
allow them to be read in the church. 
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grounds, however, entirely insufficient, the weightiest of them 
being, that in thought and expression it bears a too great 
similarity to the Pauline Epistles ever to have been composed 
by Peter. This is what brought Eichhorn to the hypothesis 
that the epistle was written by some one who had for a long 
time been connected with Paul, and had consequently adopted 
his current ideas and phrases. But as this cannot be applicable 
to Peter, and yet as all worth must not be denied to ecclesi- 
astical tradition, Eichhorn goes further, and concludes that 
Peter supplied the material, but that Mark worked it up into 
the epistle before us." Bertholdt, while justly rejecting this 
hypothesis, has defended the opinion hinted at already by 
Hieronymus, and more definitely expressed by Baronius, that 
the epistle was not originally written in Greek (but in 
Aramaic ; according to Baronius, in Hebrew), and translated by 
an interpreter (Baronius holds by Mark, Bertholdt by Silvanus) 
into Greek. But this hypothesis is not less arbitrary than 
that of Eichhorn; for, on the one hand, it is an assertion 
incapable of proof that Peter could not have been familiar 
with the Greek language; and, on the other, as much the 
entire diction of the epistle as the harmony with the corre- 
sponding passages in the epistles of Paul and James, and the 
whole manner of quotation from the O. T., are evidence against 
any other than a Greek original. De Wette speaks with 
some vacillation as to the genuineness.” He recognises, indeed, 
the weight of the external testimony, and thinks it would be 
hazardous in the face of it to condemn the epistle as spurious ; 
yet still he is of opinion that its character is evidence rather 
against than for its genuineness,—especially on account of its 
want of distinctive features, and the reminiscences of the 


1 Ewald’s assertion is no less arbitrary, that Peter, not being able to speak 
and write Greek fluently, employed Silvanus to write the epistle. 

* Reuss, too (Gesch. d. heil. Schriften N. T.), while no doubt recognising 
that the tradition of the church from the earliest times unanimously pronounces 
Peter to be the author, still thinks that there is much in the epistle (more 
especially its dependence on the Pauline Epistles already mentioned, without 
any understanding of the system of Paul) which appears strange as coming 
from Peter. He himself, however, attempts to refute his own objections, though 
without being able to make up his mind to acknowledge decidedly the authen- 
ticity of the epistle. 
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epistles already repeatedly mentioned. In reply, it must be 
urged that the epistle is in no wise wanting in individual 
impress, and that the writings referred to, if Peter had read 
and become familiar with them, might have left such an 
impression on him that echoes of them should be discernible 
without this in any way interfering with a free and independent 
development of thought, or standing in contradiction to the 
personal and apostolic character of the composition. That the 
Tiibingen school should hold this epistle to be spurious, was of 
course to be expected from its views respecting the apostolic 
and post-apostolic age." The reasons which Schwegler urges 
against the genuineness are the following :—(1) The want of 
any definite external occasion, and the general character of its 
contents and aim.—But such a want is not apparent, and the 
general character is to be explained, partly by the fact that 
the apostle was personally unacquainted with the members of 
the church, and partly by the designation of the epistle as a 
circular letter. (2) The want of any literary or theological 
character bearing the impress of individuality.—It has, how- 
ever, been shown in $ 2, that in the epistle there is no want 
of individuality ; but that this must necessarily be as sharply 
defined as in Paul and John, is an unwarrantable demand. 
(3) The want of any inner connection of thought——But the 
tendency of the epistle is opposed to any such “ firm, definite 
progression of thought” as Schwegler demands, and as is to 
be found in the Pauline Epistles. (4) It was impossible that 
Peter, while labouring in the far East at a time and in a region 
destitute of any means of literary communication, could have 
had in his hand the later epistles of Paul—supposing these 
to be genuine—so short a time after their composition —But 
in Peter’s epistle there are no echoes of the latest of Paul’s 
epistles. It cannot be denied that between the composition 
of this epistle and that to the Ephesians, a period of time 
elapsed sufficiently long to allow of the possibility of Peter’s 
having become acquainted with the latter; nor will it be 


1 Pfleiderer’s opinion, that the Apostle Peter was in favour of a Judaic Christi- 
anity, whilst the epistle expresses a feeble and insipid Paulinism peculiar to 
later times (see on this § 2, p. 16 f.), must necessarily lead him to deny the 
authenticity also, 
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disputed that even before his residence in Babylon Peter 
might have known it. (5) The impossibility—on the assump- 
tion of its having been composed in Babylon—of harmonizing 
the Neronic persecution, presupposed in the epistle, with the 
martyrdom of Peter in Rome during that persecution.—But 
the supposition that the persecution here referred to was the 
Neronic, finds no support in the epistle ; nor is it by any means 
a necessary assumption for “the friends of the conservative 
school of historians, and a positive criticism,” that the perse- 
cution reforred to be the Neronic.—For his theory, that the 
epistle was written in post-apostolic times, and withal under 
Trajan, Schwegler chiefly depends (here Pfleiderer agrees with 
him) on this, that the persecution presupposed in the epistle 
is not the Neronic, but the Trajanic; and for the truth of his 
assertion he brings the following proofs:—(1) The calm, unim- 
passioned tone of the epistle as contrasted with the impression 
which the Neronic persecution made upon the Christians. (2) 
Under Nero the Christians were persecuted, inasmuch as they 
were accused of participation in fire-raising, that is to say, on 
account of a definite crime ; but at the time of this letter they 
suffered persecution as Christians (@s yptotiavot), on whom 
suspicion was sought to be thrown on account of their general 
behaviour (@s Kaxorrowot ). (8) It is incapable of proof, and 
incredible, that the Neronic persecution extended beyond 
Rome. (4) The epistle takes for granted investigations, with 
regular trial and under legal forms; whilst the Neronic per- 
secution was a tumultuary act of popular law. (5) The 
position of Christianity in Asia Minor, presupposed in the 
epistle, corresponds with the description of it given in Pliny’s 
letter to Trajan—Of all these, however, this one point alone 
must be conceded, that the persecution referred to cannot be 
regarded as due directly to the burning of Rome — all the 
other assertions being based simply on arbitrary assumptions 
or on false interpretations." It is also entirely out of place 


1JIn opposition to Schwegler, it must be remarked—(1) The passionless tone 
would remain equally admirable in the Trajanic persecution as under that of 
Nero; any other style would have been hardly becoming an apostle. (2) From 
the first, and not under Trajan alone, the Christians had to suffer from the very 
fact of their being Christians. (3) Although the persecution of Nero, i.e. the 
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for Schwegler to understand the formula of salutation (v. 12) 
symbolically, so as to find in it the expression of the later 
church tradition “as to the presence of Peter in Rome, along 
with his €pyevevtyis Mark,” and to assert that v. 2 points to an 
ecclesiastico - political constitution (!) which had overspread 
the whole of Christendom, and to the sway of hierarchical 
tendencies (!) which had already forced their way into it. 
Schwegler sees the real design of the epistle expressed in the 
passage v. 12, according to which “it is simply the attempt 
on the part of one of Paul’s followers to reconcile the two 
opposing schools of Peter and Paul, by putting into the mouth 
of Peter, as testimony to the orthodoxy of his fellow-apostle 
Paul, a somewhat Petrine-coloured presentation of the Pauline 
system.” Schwegler seeks to establish this hypothesis, which 
even Pfleiderer calls in question, thus: that, on the one hand, 
in the epistle are to be found “almost all the chief conceptions 
and fundamental ideas” of Paul; on the other, the latter’s 
doctrine of justification is wanting, and thoughts, views, and 
expressions occur which are peculiar to Petrinism. It is not 
to be denied that Schwegler, in carrying out his idea, has 
sought out every point which could in any way be used in 
its favour; his labour, however, has been in vain—the unten- 
ableness of the hypothesis being too apparent. For if the 
maintenance of the churches in the gospel preached to them 
be a matter obviously near to the apostle’s heart, yet in 
its whole composition there is no justification for the assertion 
that the epistle has for its aim a conciliatory design which is 
nowhere apparent in it. How strange that the matter of 
«nief moment should be, not the exhortations of which the 
cpistle is composed, but something entirely different—nowhere 
expressed in it, not even in ver. 5! How can a Paulinism be 
conceived of from which the very pith is wanting, the doctrine 


one which he himself instituted, did not extend beyond Rome, still in his day 
the Christians might, through the hatred of the people, have had to endure 
persecution in the provinces as well. (4) No mention is made in our epistle of 
any judicial persecution of the Christians according to legal form. (5) The 
description given in Pliny’s letter does not prove that the persecution mentioned 
here was that under Trajan ; in the latter, the Christians were punished formally 
with death ; whilst there is nothing in our epistle to show that such took place 
in the former. 
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of justification by faith, with its characteristic terminology : 
dixacoovvn and SuxatodaPar? Precisely the absence of this 
doctrine, and the other points which Schwegler brings forward 
as evidence of a Petrine colouring, show that the epistle 
cannot have been composed by one who belonged to the school 
of Paul, but must be the production of Peter, or of one of his 
disciples.’ Lastly, opposed to Schwegler’s hypothesis as to 
the post-apostolic origin of the epistle, is the circumstance that 
it is hardly conceivable how a forger should have attempted 
to palm off on definitely formed churches, some jifty years after 
his death, a letter professing to have been written by Peter, 
in which they are comforted in their present affliction; and 
that he should have been so successful, that the fraud was 
detected by no one in the churches (comp. against Schwegler, 
in particular Briickner, Introd. § 5a)—Although the charac- 
teristic traits which Krummacher (Lvangel. Kirchenzeitung, 
1829, No. 49), and after him Guericke, brings as proof of the 
genuineness, namely, “the manner of exhortation, so human 
and evangelical, so strong and gentle; the urgent directions 
to stedfastness of faith in lowliness and patience, with reference 
to the example and the glory of Christ; the urgent appeals 
to more watchfulness and sobriety the higher their calling as 
believers ; the repeated summonses to humility; the way in 
which the general aim is kept in view; the clearness, precision, 
and emphatic character of the style;’—these characteristic 
features, although in themselves they do not prove Peter to 
have been the author of the epistle, still show that it breathes 
an apostolic spirit such as is not peculiar to post-apostolic 
writings, and that in its inward structure there is nothing to 
justify a doubt as to its genuineness. 


\ 


1 Namely, the great stress laid on zara tpya, on ayabn dvarrpop4, On aydan (!), 
on ayaborociv, on taris, as a dogmatic fundamental idea synonymous with 
zicris; the symbolizing of the Jewish temple and sacrificial services; the 
conception of Christians as the true Messianic people ; the introduction into the 
new covenant of the idea of the O. T. priesthood ; the expression Yweoropdé in 
the superscription, 


Ilértpov émictory a 


Instead of this superscription, which A C® have, B reads 
Ilerpou « ; IM Some min. it 1s: Térpou xaborsny xpwry erioroay, and 
in G: ésoroay xadorin) a? rod aYyiov Auli Tuvevdywou aroordAou Ilérpou. 
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Ver. 6. ¢ 6é0y éor/] Tisch. omits éor/; it is wanting also in Bx, 
Clem. etc.; Lachm. has retained it; the most of the codd. 
(ACK LP, etc.) read it, indeed, but it is more easy to explain 
how it was afterwards added, than how it was left out later. — 
rvandéevres| The reading Avrqdévras, in L®& and several min., is 
probably only an error in copying. — Ver. 7. soruridrepov] 
adopted by Griesb. already, instead of woAd sisdrepov in K, ete. 
— Instead of rimujy xa? béEav (Rec., according to K L P, etc.), 
Lachm. and Tisch. read ééFav xa! riuqv, which is supported by 
A BCR, many min., several vss. etc.— Ver. 8. efdéreg] Rec. 
after A K L P, etc., Copt. Clem. Theoph. etc.; Lachm. and 
Tisch., following B C 8 27, etc., Syr. Aeth. etc., read idsvres; as 
both readings give a fitting sense, and as both are attested by 
high authorities, it cannot with certainty be decided which is 
the original. Briickner and Hofmann are in favour of sdévzes, 
Schott of e#déres, Wiesinger uncertain. — Ver. 9. After siorewc, 
Tisch. 7, following B, several min. Clem, Aeth. etc., omits tuéy, 
attested though it be by most of the authorities (A CK LPs, 
al., ete.); Tisch. 8 has retained. Although it may be superfluous 
for the meaning, yet its omission is not justified. — Vv. 10, 11. 
Instead of 2&npetvycuy and épewavres, Tisch., following A B, has 
adopted zénpauivnoay, and after B* égpauvavreg. — Ver. 11. B omits 
Xpiorod, Which must be regarded as a correction, — Ver. 12. 
Instead of the Received jun 62 (K, al., Copt. etc.), Griesb. 
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have rightly adopted the reading iui o:, 
attested by ABCLPX, al., Vulg. ete.’ — év avetwars ayin] Rec., 


1 Buttmann has retained the Rec. auiv 32, after B, as he asserts. De Wette 
holds the Rec. to be the original reading, it being natural that the apostle 
should include himself, and ois rather than @... %uiv would be expected after 
iviv ; Briickner justly gives preference to the opposing testimony. 

41 
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after C K L Px, etc., Copt. Theoph. etc. (Tisch. 8); Lachm. and 
Tisch. 7 omit év, after A B, al., Slav. Vulg. Cypr. Didym. ete. 
Possibly év was interpolated on account of the usage prevalent 
elsewhere in the N. T. — Ver. 16. Tisch. 7 reads after yéyparras: 
brs yi Zoeobe, or; On the other hand, Tisch. 8 omits 67 before 
dy, and has after zoecde: d:drr. With the preponderance of 
authorities éyior zoeode, 71 is to be read; almost B alone is in 
favour of és: before dyin; and for dirs, only 8. — yéveode] Rec., 
after K P, ete. —Lachm. and Tisch. rightly read ¢ozoe, after 
A BCx, al., Vulg. Clem. Syr.; yévesde is a correction after the 
preceding yevjdnre. In the LXX. Zocode stands.—In A B*8 
Clem. Cyr. «iz: is wanting after dys; Lachm. and Tisch. have 
justly omitted it.— Ver. 20. Lachm. and Tisch. rightly read, 
instead of éa éoyvdrwy (Rec., after K L P, ete.) : éa zoxdrov (A B 
Cx, al., Copt. Syr. utr. etc.). — Instead of ives, A and several 
min. have 7ués, which, however, must be considered as a 
* correction. — Ver. 21. sorevovras] Rec., according to C K L P x, 
etc., several vss. Theoph. Oec.; still the reading wiorovs might 
be preferred as the more difficult, with Lachm. and Tisch., after 
A B, especially as iords eg does not occur elsewhere in the 
N. T.; Wiesinger and Schott also consider s:oreds the original 
reading, whilst Hofmann gives the preference to the Rec. — 
Ver. 22. The Rec. has the words d:& rvebuurog after d&Andetac, 
following K L P, Theoph. etc., which Griesb. already considers 
suspicious; Lachm. and Tisch. have justly omitted them 
(following A B C8, many min. etc.).— Lachm. and Tisch. read 
x napdias (A B, Vulg.); the Rec. is éx xabupds xaupdias (OC K 
LPs, al, nearly all the vss. etc.); xadupés is certainly very 
suspicious, since its addition is more easily explained than its 
omission; cf. 1 Tim. i. 5; 2 Tim. ii. 22; on the other hand, 
however, see Rom. vi. 17. Hofmann assumes that xadupéis is 
omitted only by mistake. — Ver. 23. The words «ig riv aidéva, 
following in the Rec. after mwévovros, which in A B CR and 
other authorities are wanting, were justly omitted already by 
Griesb.— Ver. 24. Lachm. omits ws before xépro¢, after A, several 
min. Syr. etc. Most of the witnesses are in favour of ag, the 
omission of which is to be regarded as a correction after the 
text of the LXX. — dsFa adric] after A B C K L P, etc., instead 
of the Rec., to be found almost only in min. Rec.: d6Z« dvdpdmov. 
In & pr. m. is to be found the reading: 4 de «bro. — After 
ro dvdos the Rec. has adrov, retained by Tisch. 7, after C K 
LP, ete., Vulg. Copt. Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have omitted it after 
A B®, etc.; it is certainly suspicious, since it may have been 
interpolated as an explanation; on the other hand, its omission 
may be a correction after Isa. xl. 7, LXX. 
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Vy. 1, 2. The superscription, while corresponding in funda- 
mental plan with those of the Pauline Epistles, has nevertheless 
a peculiar character of its own. —IIérpos] As Paul in his 
epistles calls himself not by his original name Saddos, so 
Peter designates himself not by his original name Yiuov, but 
by that given him by Christ, which “may be regarded as his 
apostolic, his official name” (Schott); otherwise in 2 Pet.: 
Yupewv ITétpos. — An addition such as Sud Oersjwatos Ocod, 
or the like, of which Paul oftentimes, though not always, 
makes use in the superscriptions of his epistles, was unneces- 
sary for Peter.— Peter designates his readers by the words: 
ExNEKTOIS TapeTionpmos Scacmopads IIdvrov «.7.r.] he calls 
the Christians to whom he writes—for that his epistle is 
addressed to Christians cannot be doubted—“elect strangers ;” 
and withal, those who belong to the dsaoopa throughout 
Pontus, etc. éxAextot the Christians are named, inasmuch as 
God had chosen them to be His own, in order that they 
might be made partakers of the xAypovoyia (ver. 4) reserved 
for them in heaven; cf. chap. i. 9: dpels yévos éxrexTov. 
— taperrionuos is he who dwells in a land of which he is 
not a native (where his home.is not); in the LXX. it is 
given as the rendering of 2¥4M, Gen. xxiii. 4; Ps. xxxix. 12 
(in other passages WIA is translated by mwdpouxos; cf. Ex. 
xii. 45; Lev. xxii. 10, xxv. 23, 47, etc.) ; in the Apocrypha 
mapertOnuos does not occur; in the N. T., besides in this 
passage, it is to be found in chap. ii. 11; Heb. xi. 13. 
—If account be taken of wv. 4,17 (0 Tis tmapouxias tpov 
xpovos), and particularly of chap. ii. 11, it cannot be doubted 
that Peter styled his readers wapemidnuot, because during 
their present life upon earth they, as Christians, were not in 
their true home, which is the «Anpovomia ... rernpnwévn év 
ovpavots. The expression is understood in this sense by the 
more modern writers, in particular by Steiger, Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Weiss, Luthardt (Reuter’s Repertor. 1855, Nov.), 
Schott, Hofmann, etc.1 It is incorrect to refer the word here to 


1It is inexact to interpret wraperidnuo simply by ‘pilgrims of earth ;” 
Steinmeyer, on the other hand (Disquisitio in ep. Petr. I. prooemium), rightly 
observes: ‘‘ quum mansio in terra sempiterna permittatur nemini, in universos 
omnes vox quadaret, nec in eos solos, qui per evangelium vocati sunt ;” but 
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an earthly home, that is, Palestine, as is done by de Wette, and 
in like manner by Weizsicker (in Reuter’s Repert. 1858, No. Bye 


Remark.—In the O. T. avin occurs in its strict signification in 
Gen. xxiii. 4; Ex. xii. 45; Lev. xxii. 10, xxv. 47 (LXX. wdporxos). In 
Lev. xxv. 23, the Israelites are called Davin) O3, in a peculiar 
connection; God says that such they are with Him (199, cf. Gen. 
xxiii. 4), in that the land wherein they should dwell belongs to 
Him. The same idea is to be found in Ps. xxxix. 12, where the 
Psalmist bases his request for hearing on this, that he is 73 
and win with God (ay), as were his fathers; for although in 
vv. 5-7 the shortness of human life is made specially prominent, 
yet there is nothing to show that in ver. 12 there is any refer- 
ence to this. On the other hand, in 1 Chron. xxix. (xxx.) 15, 
David in prayer to God speaks of himself and his people as Da 
and Dvn, because they have no abiding rest on earth (32° Sy 
MPD PX) PANTY) ; here it is not the preposition 7, but spd 
which is used. In the passage Ps. cxix. 19, the relation in 
which the Psalmist speaks of himself as a stranger is not 
expressed 7 N3, ver. 54; he calls his earthly life "29, as Jacoh 
in Gen. xlvii. 9, which points evidently enough to the cireum- 
stance that the Israelites were not without the consciousness 
that their real home lay beyond this earthly life; cf. on this, 
Heb. x1. 13, 14, and Delitzsch 7 loc. 


Whilst the expression éxdextols mapemdynpjous—wherein 
not éxrextots (Hofmann) but aapemidypous is the substantival 
idea—is applicable to all Christians, the following words : 
Siacrropas IIovtov «.7.d., specify those Christians to whom the 
epistle is addressed (cf. the superscriptions of the Pauline 
Epistles). — dvacrropd] strictly an abstract idea, denotes, 


when Steinmeyer adds: ‘‘quare censemur, vep:7id. . . . significare . . . in 
mundo viventes, cujus esse desierint, cui ipsi sint perosi,” he thus gives an 
improper application to the word, the more so that the conception xéeuos, in an 
ethical sense, is foreign to the Epistle of Peter.— Weiss weakens the idea 
by saying: ‘*The Christian is in so far a stranger on the earth, as he is aware 
of the inheritance reserved for him in heaven ; this knowledge the unbeliever 
cannot have, and accordingly he cannot feel himself a stranger on earth.” 
It is not the knowing and feeling, but the really being, which is of consequence. 

‘It is still more erroneous to suppose, as Reuss does (Gesch. der h. Schriften 
NV. T. § 147, note), that the readers are here termed raperid., ‘ because they are 
looked upon as 13 proselytes, .e. Israelites according to faith, not according 


to the form of worship.” This view, however, is opposed to the wsws loquendi, 
since wraperidnuos nowhere denotes proselytes. 
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according to Jewish usage: “Israel living scattered among the 
heathen,’—that is, it is a complex of conerete ideas, 2 Macc. 
i, 27; John vii. 35; cf. Meyer in loc. ; Winer, bibl. Real- 
worterb., see under “Zerstreuung.”* The question is now: 
Is the word to be taken as applying only to the Jewish 
nation? From of old the question has, by many interpreters, 
been answered in the affirmative (Didymus, Oecumenius, 
Eusebius, Calvin, Beza, de Wette, Weiss, etc.), and there- 
from the conclusion has been drawn that the readers of the 
epistle were Jewish - Christians.” But the character of the 
epistle is opposed to this view (cf. Introd. § 3). Since the 
Apostle Peter regarded Christians as the true Israel, of which 
the Israel of the O. T. was only the type (ii. 9), there is 
nothing to prevent the expression being applied, as many 
interpreters hold (Briickner, Wiesinger, Wieseler too; Rettberg 
in E£rsch-Gruber, see under “ Petrus,” and others), to the Chris- 
tians, and withal to those who dwelt outside of Canaan. No 
doubt this land had not for the N. T. church the same 
significance which it possessed for that of the O. T., still it 
was the scene of Christ’s labours, and in Jerusalem was the 
mother-church of all Christendom.’ Some interpreters, like 
Aretius, Schott, Hofmann, leave entirely out of view the local 
reference of the word, and take it as applying to the whole of 
Christendom ecclesia dispersa wm toto orbe, in so far as the latter 
represents “a concrete corporeal centre around which the 
members of the church were locally united,” and “has its 
point of union in that Christ who is seated at the right hand 


1 The LXX, translate 949 (as a collective noun), Deut. xxx. 4, Neh. i. 9, by 
Siaoropa, and as inexactly and even incorrectly my, Jer, xxxiv. 17; mn, 
Jer, Xv. 7 3 Syn y93y3, Isa. xlix. 6. 

2 Taken in this way, the genit. Yaewopzs must be interpreted as genit. 
partit., thus: the members of the d%aesop¢ who have become Christians 
(ixacxro) xaperidnwo)  Weizsicker is altogether mistaken (Reuter’s Repert. 
1858, No. 3) in his opinion that the reference is to “‘the Christians who, in as 
far as they dwell among the dispersed Jewish communities, are members of the 
Diaspora.” 

3 It is worthy of note that Paul also considers the Christian church to be the 
Israel xara xvevea, that he looks upon the converted heathen as the branches 
ingrafted into Israel, that he was ever anxious to keep up the connection 
between the heathen Christian churches and the mother church in Jerusalem, 
and that he distinctly terms the church triumphant 7 @vw ‘Iepouoaanu, 
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of God” (Schott’). Against this, however, it must be urged 
that Peter, if he had wished the word dcac7ropd to have been 
understood in a sense so entirely different from the established 
usage, would in some way or other have indicated this.—It is 
entirely erroneous to suppose, with Augustine (contra Faus- 
tum, xxii. 89), Procopius (in Jes. xv. 20), Cassiodorus (de 
instit. div. litt. ii. p. 516), Luther, Gualther, and others, and 
among more recent authors Steiger, that in the expression 
used by Peter the readers are designated as heathen Christians, 
or even with Credner (Hind. p. 638), Neudecker (Hil. p. 
677), as aforetime proselytes. The one correct interpretation 
is, that in the superscription those readers only are described 
as “Christians who constituted the people of God living, 
scattered throughout the regions mentioned, who, in con- 
sequence of their election, had become strangers in the world, 
but who had their inheritance and home in heaven, whither 
they were journeying” (Wiesinger). The reason why Peter 
employed this term with reference to his readers lies in the 
design of the epistle; he speaks of them as é«Aexro/, in order 
that in their present condition of suffering he might assure 
them of their state of grace as maperiSnuot, that they might 
know that they belonged to the home of believers in heaven. 
But it is at least open to doubt whether in évac7ropas there 
is any reference to the present want of direct union around 
Christ (Schott). — IIovrov, Tadatias «.7.d.] The provinces of 
Asia Minor are named chiefly in a westerly direction, Galatia 
westward from Pontus, then the enumeration continues with 
Cappadocia lying south from Galatia, that is to say, in the 
east, and goes from thence westward towards Asia, after which 
Bithynia is mentioned, the eastern boundary of the northern 
part of Asia Minor. So that Bengel is not so far wrong (as 
opposed to Wiesinger) when he says: Quinque provincias 
nominat eo ordine, quo occurrebant scribenti ex oriente. If 
in Asia, besides Caria, Lydia, and Mysia, Phrygia also (Ptolem. 
v. 2) be included, and in Galatia the lands of Pamphylia, 
Pisidia, and a part of Lycaonia,—which, however, is impro- 

' Schott, however, grants that ‘ Peter considers Jerusalem and the mother 


church in Jerusalem typically as the ideal centre for all believers under the New 
Covenant.” 


CHAP. I. 1, 2. 47 


bable,— the provinces mentioned by Peter will embrace 
almost the whole of Asia Minor.— In the N. T. there is no 
mention of the founding of the Christian churches in Pontus, 
Cappadocia, and Bithynia. — Ver. 2. cata tpoyvoow x.7.d.| 
| The three adjuncts, | beginning with different prepositions, are 
not to be taken with dmdédcroXos, as Cyrillus (de recta fide), 
Oecumen., Kahnis (Lehre v. Abendm. p. 65), and others think, 
but with ékAextois mapemidnpots, pointing out as they do the 
origin, the means, and the end of the condition in which the 
readers as éxAexTot twrapetridnwoe were. It is further incorrect 
to limit, as is prevalently done, their reference simply to the 
term éxAexrois,' and to find in them a more particular defini- 
tion of the method of the divine election. Steinmeyer, in 
violation of the grammatical construction, gives a different 
reference to each of the three adjuncts joining cata mpoyv. 
with ékrexTols, év dywacuo with maperidynpors, and ets bmak. 
with dyiacue. But inasmuch as the ideas éxAextois trape- 
mionpows stand in closest connection, the two prepositions 
cata and éy must apply equally to them. «xara states that 
the ékAexTol mapeTidnuos are such in virtue of the mpoyrvwors 
Ocod;(Kara denotes “the origin, and gives the pattern _accord- 
ing to which” (so, too, Wiesinger). mpoyvwors is translated 
generally by the commentators as: predestination ;? this is 
no doubt inexact, still it must be observed that in the N. T. 
mpoyvects stands always in such a connection as to show 
that it expresses an idea akin to that of predestination, 
but without the idea of knowing or of taking cognizance 
being lost. It is the perceiving of God by means of which 
the object is ‘determined, as that which He perceives it to be. 


1 Hofmann supports this application as against that to -rapemid4uois, ‘“ because 
the state of being a stranger, even though taken spiritually, is not a condition 
to which the prepositional determinations are suited.” Hofmann does not state 
the ground of this assertion ; as the idea of being a stranger is identical with 
that of being a Christian, these are very well adapted to txAsxrois rapsmidhmois. 
The mere circumstance that the question here is not one of a nearer definition 
of election, but of the condition in which the readers were, is opposed to a con- 
nection with ixacxrois. Of. 1 Cor. i. 1, where di ézanearos stands connected 
with xAnras aréorodes “Inc. Xp. and not with xaxrés ; see 2 Cor. i. 1. 

2 Lyranus: praedestinatio; Erasmus : praefinitio; Beza: antegressum decre- 
tum s. propositum Dei; Luther: the foreseeing of God; Gerhard: spateoss juxta 
quam facta est electio; de Wette : Govan or xpaopiruds. 
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Cf. Meyer on Rom. viii. 29: “It is God’s being aware in His 
plan, in virtue of which, before the subjects are destined by 
Him to salvation, He knows who are to be so destined by 
Him.” It is incorrect, therefore, to understand the word as 
denoting simply foreknowledge ;* this leads to a Pelagianizing 
interpretation, and is met by Augustine’s phrase: eligendos 
facit Deus, non invenit. Estius translates poyvwous at once 
by: praedilectio; other interpreters, as Bengel, Wiesinger, 
Schott, would include the idea of love, at least, in that of 
foreknowledge; but although it must be granted that the 
mpoyvwots of God here spoken of cannot be conceived of 
without His love, it must not be overlooked that the idea of 
love is not made prominent.? Hofmann says: “mpoyvacts is 
—precognition ; here, therefore, a work of God the Father, 
which consists in this, that He makes beforehand those whom 
He has chosen, objects of a knowledge, as the akin and homo- 
geneous are known, that is, of an approving knowledge.” — 
matpos is added to @cod; the apostle has already in his mind 
the following mvevuatos and "Incod Xprotod, in order thereby 
to emphasize more definitely the threefold basis of election. 
Bengel: Mysterium Trinitatis et oeconomia salutis nostrae 
innuitur hoc versu. — év dywacwo mvevpatos] It seems 
simplest and most natural to interpret, with Luther and most 
others, “ through the sanctifying of the Spirit,’—that is, taking 
ayiacyos actively, and ev as denoting the instrumentality. 
The only difficulty in the way is, that dysacpds, a word 
foreign to classical Greek, and occurring but seldom in the 
Apocrypha, has constantly the neutral signification: “ sancti- 


1 The word has not this signification in the N. T. ; it has it, however, in the 
Book of Judith ix. 6 and xi. 19.—The verb zpoyiyydoxsiy has the meaning of 
simple foreknowledge in Acts xxvi. 5 and 2 Pet. iii. 17 (so, too, Book of Wisd. 
vi. 13, viii. 8, xviii. 6); the sense is different in Rom. viii. 29, xi. 2, and 1 Pet. 
i, 20. 

? Schott’s assertion, that ‘ yiyyexew is always a cognizance of this kind, 
since he who is cognizant gives himself up in his inmost nature to the object 
in question, so as again to take it up into his being and to appropriate it to 
himself,” — further, that ‘‘the perceiving of God creates its own objects, and 
consequently is a rpoyiyywoxesv,” and that accordingly neither death nor sin can 
be the objects of God’s foreknowledge, —contradicts itself by the clearest state- 
ments of Scripture ; cf. Deut. ix. 24, xxxi, 27; Matt. xxii. 18 ; Luke xvi. 15; 
John vy. 42; 1 Cor. iii, 20, ete. 
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fication ;”* cf. Meyer on Rom. vi. 19. | Now, since the word, 
as far as the form is concerned, admits of both meanings (ef. 
Buttmann, ausfiihrl. griech. Sprachl. § 119, 20), it is certainly 
permissible to assume that here—deviating from the general 
usus loguendi—it may have an active signification, as perhaps 


also in 2 Thess. ii, 13. If the preposition év be taken as ) 


equal to “through,” there results an appropriate progression of / 
thought from origin (card) to means (év), and further to end / 


(eis). If, however, the usage establish a hard and fast re | 


the interpretation must be: “the holiness wrought by the (Holy) 
Spirit,” so that the genitive as gen. auct. has a signification 
similar to that in the expression Sccatoctvn Ocod;” in this 
interpretation €v may equally have an instrumental force. No 
doubt, many interpreters deny that év can here be equal to &ud, 
since the election is not accomplished by means of the Holy 
Spirit. But this ground gives way if the three nearer defini- 
tions refer not to the election,—as a divine activity,—and so 
not to the éxAextots alone, but to the state into which the 
readers had been introduced by the choice of God, that is, to 


1Cf. Rom. vi. 19, where it is contrasted with avozi«; 1 Cor. i. 30, where it is 
connected with d:xasodvn, 1 Tim. ii. 15 with dyzxn, and 1 Thess. iv. 4 with 
v4; 1 Thess. iv. 7, where it stands in antithesis to dxaéapcia; and Heb. 
xii. 14, where, like sipavqy (cf. 1 Tim. vi. 11: diwxs dixcsordyny), it depends on 
doxerz; in 1 Thess. iy. 3 also it has the meaning referred to. If it be here taken 
in an active sense, and vay be the objective genitive, the subject is wanting ; 
but if duav be the subjective genitive, then it is the object which is wanting. 
Liinemann’s interpretation accordingly: ‘‘that you sanctify yourselves,” is 
unwarranted, dyiacuos can only be artificially interpreted by ‘‘sanctifying ” in 
the passages quoted. A striking example of this is Hofmann’s interpretation 
of 1 Thess. iv. 4. Only in 2 Thess, ii. 13, where the expression, as here, is: 
zy ayincun xveveuros, does the active meaning seem to correspond better than 
the neuter with the thought. There is no foundation whatever for the opinion 
of Cremer, cf. s.v., that—whilst in the Apocrypha the word never has an active 
signification, but is either ‘‘ sanctuary ” (thus also in the LXX. Ezek. xly. 4 and 
Amos ii. 11) or ‘‘ sanctity ”’—it is in the N. T. for the most part ‘‘sanctifying.” 
—Schott very justly calls in question the active signification of the word; but 
when, not content with the rendering “ sanctification,” he interprets: ‘‘ the 
condition of holiness being increasingly realized,” he confuses the conception by 
references which are simply imported. 

2 The idea of holiness is here by no means inappropriate, since the readers 
would not be ?xAcxrol xapzridnuo if they had not become gym through the 
Holy Spirit. It is this dy: sivas which is here expressed by ayaouss. Also 
in 2 Thess. ii. 13, there is no urgent reason for departing from this signification 
of the word. Hofmann erroneously appeals to 2 Macc. xiv. 36 ; cf. Cremer, s.v. 
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the éxArexTols mapemdnpuots. It is incorrect to attribute to €v 
here a final signification ; Beza: ad sanctificationem ; de Wette : 
eis TO evar ev ayacpo; the conception of purpose begins 
only with the subsequent e’s. — The explanation, that év dy. 
av. points out the sphere (or the limitations) within which the 
readers are é€xA. wapem. (formerly supported in this com- 
mentary), is wanting in the necessary clearness of thought. — 
eis traKkony Kal pavticpov aiyatos ‘Incob Xp.] The third 
adjunct to €«X. taperis., giving the end towards which this 
condition is directed. The preposition eés is not to be con- 
nected with aywacuos (de Wette, Steinmeyer); for although 
such a construction be grammatically possible, the reference to 
the Trinity goes to show that these words must be taken as 
a third adjunct, co-ordinate with the two preceding clauses. 
Besides, if there were two parts only, the conjunction xaé 
would hardly be awanting. dzaxon is to be construed neither 
with *Ijood Xpictod, whether taken as a subjective genitive 
(Beza: designatur nostrae sanctificationis subjectum, nempe 
Christus Jesus qui patri fuit obediens ad mortem, where eis 
is arbitrarily rendered by 6d), nor, with Hofmann and Schott, 
as an objective genitive: “obedience towards Christ” (for 
then this genitive would stand in a relation other than to 
aijwatos*), nor with aiwatos. wtaxon must be taken here 
absolutely, as in ver. 14; cf. Rom. vi. 16. With regard to the 
meaning of vraxoyn, many interpreters understand by it faith 
in Christ; so Luther, Gerhard, Vorstius, Heidegger, Bengel, 
Wiesinger, Hofmann, etc.; others, on the contrary, take it to 
signify “moral obedience ;” so Pott, de Wette, Schott, etc. 
Many of the former, however, insist that by it a faith is 
meant “which of itself includes a conduct corresponding to 
it” (Hofmann), whilst by the latter it is emphasized that that 


1 Hofmann thinks that since pavrizycs wiweros forms one conception, and 
ixaxoy can be accompanied by an objective genitive, “Incod Xporod, being the 
subjective genitive to aierss, might at the same time be objective genitive to 
txaxoh. In opposition to this, we observe (1) that it is self-contradictory to say 
that pavr. civeros forms one conception, and that "Inco Xp. is dependent on 
aivaros ; and (2) that it is grammatically inadmissible to take the same genitive 
as being at once subjective and objective genitive. —This much only is correct, 
that the nearer definition, which must be supplied to t7«x07, has, in sense, to 
be borrowed from the subsequent genitive “Incei Xp, 
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moral obedience is meant which springs from faith, so that both 
interpretations are substantially in accord. It may then be said 
that tmaxon is the life of man conformed in faith and walk to , 
the will of the Lord, which the éxAexrol mapeTrionuot as such 
must realize; so that there is no reason why the idea should 
be limited Feiwantte the one side or the other; cf. 1 John 
ul. 23. The second particular: cal pavricpov aipatos ’Inood 
Xptctod, is closely linked on to traxon. Some commentators 
have held that the O. T. type on which this expression is based 
was the paschal lamb (thus Beda: “ aspersi sanguine Christi 
potestatem Satanae vitant, sicut Israel per agni sanguinem 
Aegypti dominatum declinavit ;” Aretius, etc.). Others think 
that the ceremonial of the great day of atonement is meant 
(thus Pott, Augusti, Steiger, Usteri, etc.). Wrongly, however ; 
for although in both cases blood was employed, neither the 
blood of the paschal lamb nor that of the offering of atonement 
was used to sprinkle the people. With the former the posts 
were tinged ; with the latter the sacred vessels were sprinkled. 
Steimmeyer is wrong in tracing the expression to the sprinkling 
with water (Lev. xix.) of him who had been defiled through 
contact with a corpse, from the fact that the LXX. have 
pavtiopos only in this passage. For apart from the artificial- 
ness of the explanation which Steinmeyer* thus feels himself 
compelled to adopt, the reference to the water of sprinkling 
is inapt, since mention is made here of a sprinkling of blood, 
and not of water. A sprinkling of the people with blood took 
place only on the occasion of the sacrifice of the covenant.’ 


1 Since Steinmeyer, from the fact that the LXX. translate the Hebrew m7 19 


ce 


(which is not, in his view, equal to “water of purification,” but to ‘‘ water of 
impurity”) by vdep pavcricuod, concludes that peveizuss does not simply mean 
aspersio, but ea aspersio, cujus ratio, causa, effectus verbis 77) 19 descripta sunt, 


—that is, since that water was tanquam mortis instar, quum in ipsius mortis 
communionem ita redigeret immundos, ut reducerentur inde in munditiem vitae, 
ejusmodi aspersio quae in naturam sparsae aquae trahit, atque virtute ipsius 
sparsos penitus imbuit, he explains pavricu. wi. “1. Xp. as a sprinkling with the 
blood of Christ, qua in mortis salvatoris nostri communionem trahamur. 

2 When Wiesinger remarks: ‘‘ But in Heb. xi. 22, tppavriptvo ras xupdias aor 
guveid. xovnpas is based on the typical sacrifice of the great day of atonement, 
although 2//avricuévos is transferred here to persons, and #zé points to a cleansing 
and freeing from the consciousness of guilt,” we cannot in this agree with him ; 
nor do either Liinemann or Delitzsch see here any reference to the great sacri- 
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The O. T. type on which the expression is founded is no otner 
than the making of the covenant related in Ex. xxiv. 8, to 
which even Gerhard had made reference, and as, in more 
recent times, has been acknowledged by Briickner, Wiesinger, 
Weiss, Schott. This is clear from Heb. ix. 19 (AaBav to 
alua TV pooyav ... TdvTa Tov adv EéppdvTice) and Xii. 
24, where aiwa pavticpod, i.e. “the blood by means of the 
sprinkling of which the ratification of the covenant took 
place,” is connected with the immediately preceding kai 
SiaOhxns véas pecitns. Accordingly, by pavtucpos alpatos 
"Inc. Xp. is to be understood the ratification of the covenant 
relation grounded on the death of Christ, with those thereto 
ordained; the reference here, however, being not to the com- 
mencement, but to the continuance of that relation. For by 
this expression the apostle does not intend to remind his 
readers of the end God had in view in their election, but to 
set before them what the purpose of their election is, which, 
like the drraxoy, should therefore be realized in them as the 
elect strangers. They are then éxdextol wapem(Snos, in order 
that they may constantly render obedience to Christ, and in 
Him constantly possess the forgiveness of sins..—The xai 
standing between déiraxony and pavticuov is taken by Stein- 
meyer as an explicative ; he explains: “ in obedientiam, atque 
in eam praesertim, ut aspergamini sanguine Christi h. e. ut 
vos in mortis Jesu Christi communionem trahi patiamini.” 
Incorrectly: “inasmuch as the active idea of obedience can 
never be explained by the passive being sprinkled ” (Wiesinger); 
and the introduction of the idea pati is arbitrary. —It is 
further to be observed that the readers are, by the expression 


fice of atonement. The former explains the expression ‘‘on the analogy of the 
sprinkling with blood by which the first Levitical priests were consecrated ;” 
while the latter quotes by way of explanation the passage Heb. xii. 24, where he 
terms the aiza payricwod the antitype of the blood with which Moses sprinkled 
the people at the institution and consecration of the covenant. 

1 Hofmann is accordingly wrong in maintaining that ‘‘ what is here meant 
has taken place once for all for the readers, and is not continually to be done.” 
Nor does this altogether accord with his own interpretation, when he says, ‘‘ the 
readers are chosen to become obedient to Christ, and partakers of His propitiation 
for sin.” The Christian, on being received into communion with Christ, has 
been sprinkled with His blood, but still he requires a continual cleansing, and 
this he receives, if he walk in the light; cf. 1 John i. 7, 
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last used: pavt. aiuatos "Incod Xpiorod, here for the first 
time characterized directly as Christians, all the previous 
designations having been equally applicable to the children of 
Israel. A circumstance which shows clearly enough that Peter 
regards the Christian church as the true Israel, and that with- 
out making it in any way dependent on national connection. 
— As regards the lexicology, it must be remarked that in 
classical Greek pavteopos never occurs, and pavrifew only in 
later writers: the usual word is patveuv, ¢.g. Euripides, Zphig. 
in Aul. 1589: as aipate Bowov paiver &pdyv tis Ocod; in 
the LXX. both verbal forms: favtiopuds, only in Num. xix., 
in a somewhat inexact translation, however. —-ydpis byiv Kai 
eipnvn 7AnOvGcin] The distinction between ydpus and eipnvn 
is thus drawn by Gerhard: “pax a gratia distinguitur tan- 
quam fructus et effectus a sua causa.” In harmony with this, 
xapis is regarded by the interpreters for the most part as 
“ the subjective in God” (Meyer on Rom. i. 7); but Paul’s use 
of do and the subsequent wAOuvGein show that by yapis 
in forms of greeting, is to be understood the gifts which flow 
from it (the manifestation of grace). ecpyvn specifies this gift 
more closely according to its nature (see on 1 Tim. i. 2'). 
TAnOvvOein| Luther: “ye have peace and grace, but not yet 
to the full;” on the salutation form in the N. T., besides here 
only in 2 Pet. i, 2 and Jude 2; in O. T. in Dan. iii, 31, 
LXX.: elpnvn tpyiv mAnOvvGein; cf. Schoettgen: horae hebr. 
et talm., on this passage. 

Vy. 3-12. Praise to God for the grace of which the Chris- 
tians had been made the partakers. The prominence which 
the apostle gives to dvayevvdy eis édrrida Cocay, as also his 
designation of them as é«Aexrot mapemidnpor, is occasioned by 
the present state of suffering in which his readers were, and 
above which he is desirous of raising them. 

Ver. 3. evAoynTos 6 Oeds Kal ratyp Tod Kup. ty. “I. Xpio- 


zov| The same formula occurs in 2 Cor. 1.3; Eph. 1. 3.— 


1 When Schott, in order to preserve the objectiveness of sipzym, erroneously 
understands it to mean “‘ the state of matters which to those who are in it ocea- 
sions inwardly no want or unrest, and externally no harm or disturbance,” it 
must be urged in opposition that the inwardness of a possession does not in any 
way affect its objectiveness. 
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edXoynTos, not: “worthy of praise,” but: “praised ;” in the 
LXX. the translation of 772; in the N. T. the word edAoynrés 
used only with reference to God. im and not éotiy is probably 
to be supplied, as is done by most commentators, cf. Meyer 
on Eph. i. 1; Winer, p. 545 [E. T. 732] (Schott; Buttm. p. 
120); at least from the fact that in the doxologies introduced by 
means of relatives, éoriv is to be found (cf. Rom. i. 25; also 
1 Pet. iv. 11), it cannot be concluded that the indicative is to 
be supplied in an ascription of praise quite differently con- 
structed, cf. LXX. Job i. 21. The adjunct cai matnp «7X. 
to 6 @eds is explainable as a natural expression of the Chris- 
tian consciousness. It is possible “that the whole formula of 
doxology has its origin in the liturgical usage, so to speak, in 
the primitive Christian church” (Weiss, p. 401).— 0 kara 76 
TorAY avTod edeos avayevynoas uas| The participial clause 
states the reason why God is to be praised. moAv gives 
prominence to the riches of the divine mercy, Eph. ii. 4: 
mTAovotos wy év édXéer. KaTd is used here in the same sense as 
in ver. 2. dvayevynoas has its nearer definition in the subse- 
quent es édmida faocav. De Wette joins these intimately 
connected ideas in a somewhat too loose way, when he 
thus interprets:\“who hath awakened us to repentance and 
faith, and thereby at the same time to a hope.” Similarly 
Wiesinger, who takes dvayevyjoas as a self-contained idea, 
and connects eds éAwida with it, in this sense, “that in the idea 
of regeneration this particular determination of it is brought 
into prominence, that it is a new birth to living hope, «e. 
as born again we have attained unto a lively hope;” thus 
Schott. This view, however, refutes itself, because it necessi- 
tates unjustifiable supplements. More in harmony with the 
expression is Briickner’s interpretation, according to which eds 
denotes the aim of the new birth (“the hope is conceived of 
as the aim of him by whom the readers have been begotten 
again ;” thus Morus already: Deus nos in melius mutavit, cur ? 
ut sperare possimus). But if the attainment of cwrtnpia be 
conceived as the aim and end of the new birth, the hopes 
directed to it cannot be so, all the less that this hope forms an 
essential element of the new life itself. The verb avayevvdv 
is here taken not as an absolute, but as a relative idea, its 
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supplement lying in evs éd. €. (so also Steinmeyer, Weiss, 
Hofmann). The édris {aoa is then to be thought of as the 
life into which the mercy of God has raised or begotten the 
believer from the death of hopelessness (Eph. ii. 12: év Té 
Kaip@ éxelvw yopis Xpiotod .. . édrrida pn eyovtes); the con- 
nection is the same as in Gal. iv. 24, where the simple yevvay 
is also construed with els.’ This view is justified, not only 
by the close connection of es with the idea dvayevvdv, but 
also by the corresponding adj. €@cav. In this there is no 
weakening of the idea dvayevvdy (in opposition to Wiesinger), 
for éA7ris need not be conceived as representing one single side 
of the Christian life, but under it may be understood the 
whole Christian life in its relation to the future cwrnpia. It 
is incorrect to take éAzis here in the objective sense, as: 
object of hope; Aretius: res, quae spei subjectae sunt, h. e. 
vita aeterna; Bengel: haereditas coelestis; so also Hottinger, 
Hensler, etc. It is used rather in the subjective sense to 
denote the inward condition of life.—The expression aca 
has been variously translated by the commentators; thus 
Beza explains it as: perennis; Aretius: solida; Piscator: vivi- 
fica; Gualther: spes viva certitudinem salutis  significat ; 
Heidegger: aoa: quia et fructus vitae edit, et spes vitae est 
et permanet ; quia non languida, infirma est, sed wappnolav et 
qerrolOnow habet et perpetua simul semperque exhilarans est, 
neque unquam intermoritur, sed semper renovatur et refocil- 
latur; in the first edition of this commentary; “the hope of 
the Christian is pervaded by life, carrying with it in undying 
power the certainty of fulfilment (Rom. v. 5), and making the 
heart joyful and happy;” it “has life in itself, and gives life, 
and at the same time has life as its object” (de Wette). 
Taken strictly, 0a characterizes the hope as one which has 


‘ Against this interpretation Schott urges: that avayewey does not mean ‘‘to 
awaken,” that ‘‘a death of despair” is not alluded to, that neither tazi; nor 
tagls Carn denotes ‘‘a life of hope.” These reasons are insignificant, for (1) the 
expression ‘‘ awakened” is not employed in order to give the full meaning of 
dvaryeway ; (2) even on the opposite interpretation their former condition may be 
considered as a hopeless one, and can undoubtedly be regarded as a death; and 
(3) it cannot be denied that hope is life. In opposition to Schott’s assertion, 
that dvayzvay is everywhere a self-contained idea, it is to be noted that the word 
occurs in the N. T. only here aiid in ver. 23. 
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life in itself, and is therefore operative. All else may as a 
matter of fact be connected with it, but is not contained in 
the word itself (Weiss, p. 92); more especially, too, the idea 
that it has the certainty of its own realization (Hofmann) ; cf. 
i. 23: Adyos Cav; ii. 4, 5: AUOos SHv. Gerhard incorrectly 
interprets éAzris by fides, sive fiducialis meriti Christi appre- 
hensio quae est regenerationis nostrae causa formalis. For apart 
from the fact that Peter is not here speaking of regeneration 
at all, édmis and miotes are in themselves separate ideas, 
which cannot be arbitrarily substituted for one another. It is 
erroneous also, with Luther, Calvin, and others, to resolve 
érmis Caoa into éAmls Cons; SHoa denotes not the end, but 
the nature of the hope. — 6’ davactdacews “Inc. Xpictod 
éx vexpov] is not to be joined with Gecav (Oecum., Luth., 
Bengel, Lorinus, Steiger, de Wette, Hofmann), but with dava- 
ryevynoas, more nearly defined by eis... Socav (Calvin, Gerhard, 
Knapp, Weiss, p. 299; Schott, Briickner’); for écav does 
not define a particular kind of hope, but only gives special 
prominence to an element already contained in the idea 
érxmis. The resurrection of Christ is the means by which 
God has begotten us again to the living hope. It is the fact 
which forms the living ground of Christian hope. Wiesinger 
joins 6/ dvacr. somewhat too loosely with davay., explaining as 
he does: “ He hath begotten us again, and thus im virtue of the 
resurrection of Jesus Christ hath aided ws to living hope.”—As 
$écav corresponds to the term dvayevynoas, so does avac- 
tacis in the most exact manner to both of these ideas. By 
the resurrection of Christ the believer also is risen to life. It 
must be remarked the prepositions xara, év, eis, ver. 2, are 
used to correspond with xara, els, dud; cf. ver. 5, the use of 
the prepositions: év, dud, eis. 

Ver. 4. ets kAXnpovouiay] co-ordinate with the conception 
édmida ; it is nevertheless not dependent on it, but on dvayev- 
vnoas, although it denotes the objective blessing to which the 
édmis has regard. It is added by way of apposition, in order 


1 Schott and Briickner, while accepting the construction above indicated, 
apply it, in accordance with their interpretation of dvay. cis taidu, 0° dvacrd- 
csws, both to regeneration and the hope therewith connected, which, however, they 
term ‘‘a single homogeneous fact.” 
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to describe more nearly the substance of the hope with respect 
to its aim. — «Anpovowia means, no doubt, in the O. and N. T. 
(Matt. xxi. 38 ; Luke xii. 13) sometimes inheritance; but more 
frequently it has the signification of “possession.” In the O. T. 
it often serves to denote the land of Canaan and its separate 
parts, promised and apportioned to the people of Israel (Deut. 
xl. 9; Lam.v. 2; Josh. xiii. 14, and other passages): % yi, Hv 
Kvptos 6 Oeds cov Sidwci cou ev KANpw, Deut. xxiv. 2, or Hv 
... Oat cor KAnpovouncat. In the N. T., and go here also, 
by the term is to be understood the completed Bacrela Tod 
Ocov with all its possessions, as the antitype of the land of 
Canaan (cf. in particular, Heb. ix. 15). As this use of the 
word is not based on the signification “inheritance,” it cannot 
be maintained, with Wiesinger (Schott agreeing with him), that 
KXnpovowia stands here with reference to dvayevyyjcas, “to 
designate that of which the Christians as children of God have 
expectations.”’ The following words: ap@aptov Kal aplavrov 
kal dudpavrov| state the gloriousness of the xAnpovopia.” 
a&pOapros (cf. chap. iii. 4), opposite of P@apros (ver. 18 equal to 
atrodAvpevos, ver. 7), cf. ver. 23; Rom. i. 23; 1 Cor. ix. 25, 
xv. 53,54; “not subject to the ¢0opd.” apiavtos (Jas. i. 27 ; 
Heb. vii. 26), “undefiled, undefilable.” dydpavtos dm. rey. 
(apapavtwos is similar, chap. v. 4), “unfading;” in the last 
expression prominence is given to the imperishable beauty of the 
KAnpovonia, Steinmeyer’s opinion is incorrect, that apulavtos 
has nearly the same meaning as 7oAvTipos and Tiwsos, ver. 19. 
—It is not to be assumed that Peter alludes to the character 
“of the earthly xAjpovoyia (Weiss, p. 74) of the people of Israel,” 
especially as there is nothing in the expressions adudpavtos 
and a @apros which can without artificial straining admit 
of such a reference.®? — tetyjpnuévny év ovpavots eis vas] The 


1 No doubt Rom. viii. 17 might be appealed to in support of this interpretation, 
yet it would be unwarrantable to maintain that the idea there expressed belongs 
also to Peter. It must also be observed that even Paul, where he makes use of 
the term xAnpovouia, never alludes to that idea,—a circumstance which has its 
reason in the current usage of the word. 

2 Calvin inaccurately : tria epitheta quae sequuntur ad gratiae Dei amplifica- 
tionem posita sunt. 

3 In dpulavros, Weiss sees an allusion to the pollution of Judea by the people of 
Israel itself or its enemies (Jer. ii. 7; Lev. xvill. 28; Num. xxxyv. 34; Ezek. 
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apostle having up to this time spoken generally, makes a 
transition, and addresses his readers directly: dvayevv. nuds; he 
thereby assures them that that «Aypovouia is a possession 
intended and reserved for them. For the conception here 
expressed, cf. especially Col. i. 5, and Meyer im loc. The perf. 
rernpnuévnyv (Luth. inexactly: “which is kept”) stands here 
with reference to the nearness of the time when their «Anpovopia 
will be allotted to believers; ver. 5: érodunv amoxadudOjvas." 
Ver. 5. As the basis of the thought: ternpnyévny . 
eis dpas, the apostle subjoins to buds the additional rods 
év Suvdper ppovpoupévovs . . . els owrtnpiav, by which is 
expressed not the condition on which the readers might hope 
for the heavenly «Anpovopia, but the reason why they possess 
expectations of it. The chief emphasis lies not on év duvdper 
Ocod (Schott), but on gpovpovpévous ... ets owTnpiay, inas- 
much as the former expression serves only to define the ¢pov- 
peto@ae more precisely. Gerhard incorrectly makes the accu- 
sative depend on avayevvijoas. The prep. év (as distinguished 
from the following dca) points out the dvvauis Ocod as the 
causa efficiens (Gerhard), so that Luther’s : “out of God’s power” 
is in sense correct; the dpovpetoOar is based on the duv. Ocod. 
Steinmeyer wrongly explains, referring to Gal. iii, 23, the 
divas Ocod as the gdpovpd within which the Christians as 
believers (Ova wictews equal to muctevovres !) are kept, velut sub 
vetere T. lex carcerum instar exstitit, in quibus of td vowov 
évres custodiebantur. To assume an antithesis between the dvv. 
Ocod and the /aw in explanation of this passage, is entirely 
unjustifiable. By dvv. Ocod is not to be understood, with de 
Wette and Weiss (p. 189), the Holy Spirit; He is never in 
any passage of the N. T. (not even in Luke i. 35) designated 
by these words. The means by which the power of God effects 
the preservation is the qiotis, the ultimate origin of which 


xxxvi. 17; Ps. xxix. 1, where the LXX. has wieive) ; and in éudpauvros to the 
scorching of the country by the simoom. Weiss thinks that 2gdapros may allude 
to the pbzipe oa» yay, Isa. xxiv. 3; still he himself does not consider this probable. 

1 Hofmann, in disputing this by saying that the perf. partic. is not explained 
by the nearness of the time when the believers will be in possession of the 
inheritance, calls in question an assertion which is nowhere here made. 

* wiovss implies the entire and full Christian faith ; not simply confidence in 
God (Weiss), nor the mere ‘‘ confident assurance of the salvation which is ready 
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nevertheless is also the gracious will of God—On ¢povpov- 
Lévous, Vorstius rightly remarks: notatur talis custodia, quae 
praesidium habet adjunctum.’ The word by which the apostle 
even here makes reference to the subsequent év rotkidous 
mwetpacpois, ver. 6, has its nearer definition in the following 
els gwTnplay étoipny aroxadvpOjvas, which by Calvin (haec 
duo membra appositive lego, ut posterius sit prioris expositio, 
rem unam duobus modis exprimit), Steiger, and others is 
joined to dvayevynoas as a co-ordinate adjunct to eis «Anpo- 
vouiav. It is preferable to connect them with dpovpoupévovs ; 
the more so that xAnpovoula, “with its predicates, so fully 
characterizes the object of hope, that «fs cwrnpiay «.7.d. would 
add nothing further” (Wiesinger). The introduction of tpas, 
too, is decidedly opposed to the former construction. There 
is nothing to support the connection with wlorews, in which 
cwtnpla would be reyarded as the object of faith. According 
to the correct construction, the verbal conception is more nearly 
defined by the addition of the origin, means, and end, cf. vv. 
2, 32 The word cwrypia is here—as the conjoined érolun 
atroxarvdOjvat shows—a positive conception; namely: the 
salvation effected and completed by Christ, not simply a negative 
idea, “ deliverance from dr@deva” (Weiss, p. 79). It does not 
follow from the circumstance that «Anpovoula and cwtnpia are 
synonymous terms, that the former is “ only the negative side 
of the completed salvation.”——The verb azroxadudpOjvat is here, 
as elsewhere, used to denote the disclosure of what is already 


to be revealed” (Hofmann) ; these are single elements which it includes, but 
which do not exhaust the idea. According to Schott, the apostle has omitted 
the article, in order to emphasize the fact that he means ‘‘ that faith which, as to 
its inmost nature, is not dependent on sight” (!). 

1 Aretius rightly observes: militare est vocabulum @povpé: praesidium, Pi 
igitur, dum sunt in periculis, sciant totidem eis divinitus parata esse praesidia : 
millia millium custodiunt eos. Finis est salus. — Bengel also aptly says: 
haereditas servata est ; haeredes custodiuntur, neque illa his, neque hi deerunt 
illi. 

2 Schott justly calls attention to the relation of Qpoupayutvous to rernpnutvny: “If 
the reserving of the inheritance for Christians is not to be fruitless, it must be 
accompanied by a... preserving of them on earth for that inheritance.” He 
states the difference between the two expressions thus: “‘ As regards the inherit- 
ance, it is only necessary that its existence should not cease. Christians, on the 
other hand, must be guarded and preserved from influences endangering their 
state of salvation.” 
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in existence (with God év odpavois, ver. 4), but as yet hidden. 
topos is here, like wéAdA@y often, joined cum. inf. pass. (see 
Gal. iii. 23. On the use of the inf. aor. in this connection, see 
Winer, p. 311 f. [E. T. 419 f.]); wéddwv nevertheless has a 
less strong force. The futwre salvation lies ready to be revealed, 
that is to say: év Kaip® éoxdtw, by which is denoted the time 
when the world’s history will be closed (not “the relatively 
last; Bengel: in comparatione temporum V. T.; but absolutely 
the last time év doxadvwes I. Xp., ver. 7.” Wiesinger’). 
When this time will be, the apostle does not say; but his 
whole manner of expression indicates that in hope it floated 
before his vision as one near at hand; cf. chap. iv. 7. 

Ver. 6. év @ ayadd\dobe| The verb expresses the liveliness 
of the Christian joy, equivalent to: exwit; it is stronger than 
xaipev, with which it is sometimes connected (chap. iv. 13; 
Matt. v.12; Rev. xix. 77). — év 6 refers either to the preced- 
ing thought, that the salvation is ready to be revealed (Calvin: 
articulus “in quo” refert totum illud complexum de spe salutis 
in coelo repositae; so also Estius, Grotius, Calov, Steiger, 
Jachmann, de Wette, Briickner, Steinmeyer, Schott; similarly 
Gerhard, who, however, applies it to all that precedes: avaryev- 
vncas, etc.), or to Katp@ éoxatw (Oecum., Erasmus, Luther, 
Wiesinger, etc.). In the first construction @yaAA.—in form as 
in meaning—is praesens, and denotes the present joy of the 
Christians over their future salvation (év ®: over which, cf. 
chap. iv. 4°). In the second construction a double inter- 
pretation is possible, inasmuch as év # may denote either the 
object or the time of the joy; in the first case the sense is: 
the xaupos érxartos is for you an object of joy, because in it 


1 Schott unjustifiably supposes that the want of the article indicates that ‘‘the 
curnpie would take place at a time which, from this very fact, must be regarded 
as the last.” 

* Steinmeyer, whilst combating the opinion that éya.a. has a stronger force 
than aipev, correctly describes the ayaaaiacis as affectio fervidior animi hilaris, 
but xe«pé unwarrantably as : perpetua illa cordis laetitia, quae neque augeri queat 
neque imminui. 

* Briickner explains ty # as above stated, but he understands éyaardzeds in 
a future sense, ‘‘ of that which shall most surely come to pass ;” this interpreta- 
tion is undoubtedly inappropriate, inasmuch as the present assurance of the 
future salvation, stated in ver. 5, may now indeed be an object of rejoicing, but 
will not be so then, when that future salvation itself is attained. 
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the salvation will be revealed; in the second case the sense is: 
on that last time ye shall rejoice (so Wiesinger and Hofmann); 
here the object of joy is doubtless not named, but it may be 
easily supplied, and the want of it therefore cannot be urged 
against this view (as opposed to Briickner). The last of these 
different views deserves the preference, both on account of 
the subsequent oAdyov dpte . . . AvaNOévTes, which forms a 
distinct antithesis to a@ya\\aoGe, and of the idea peculiar to 
the epistle, that in the present time the Christian has to suffer 
rather than to exult, and only in the future can he expect the 
full joy ;—and the prevalent manner of conjunction, too, pre- 
cisely in this section of the epistle, by which what follows is 
linked directly on to the word immediately preceding, cf. vy. 5, 
8, 10, shows that év 6 applies to Kaip@ éoydt@. In this 
combination, however, it is more natural to take év in the same 
sense as in that which it has before «avp@, rather than in 
another.'—Doubtless the present ayaddaobe will then have 
a future force; but this occasions no difficulty, there being 
nothing uncommon in such a use of the present (cf. also Winer, 
p. 249 [E. T. 331 f.]).—-The present tense strongly emphasizes 
the certainty of the future joy, rays of which fall even on the 
present life.?— ddryov dptu] oddyov not of measure (Steiger), 
but of time, chap. v. 10, where it forms the antithesis to 
aiwvios; cf. Rev. xvii. 10; dpe denotes present time. The 
juxtaposition of the two words is explainable by the apostle’s 
hope that the xaspos éryaros would soon begin. — et déov ear] 
not an affirmative (Bengel), but a hypothetical parenthesis : 
si res ita ferat: if it must be so, that is, according to divine 
decree; cf. chap. iii. 17. Incorrectly Steinmeyer : qui per pere- 
grinationis spatium, quamdiu necessariwm est, contristati estis.’ 
—rumnbevtes ev mouirous metpacpois] The aorist with apts 


1 Schott’s assertion, that, as a rule, zyaaa. is connected by év with its object, 
is erroneous. In the N. T. the passage, John v. 35, at the most, can be quoted 
in support of this construction ; whilst in Luke x. 21, ¢v accompanies the simple 
indication of time. In Luke i. 47, zyaaa. is construed with i/ c. dat.; John 
viii. 56, with wa. 

2 It is altogether inappropriate to interpret zyaaaaeéz, with Augustine, as an 
imperative ; the exhortations begin only in ver. 13. 

3 The older Protestant commentators, more especially, sometimes employ this 
passage to combat the arbitrary seeking after suffering; thus Luther says: ‘‘It 
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has reference to the future joy: “after that ye have now for a 
short time been made sorrowful.” “It signifies the inward 
sadness, in consequence of outward experiences” (Wiesinger). 
—Particula év non solum est ypovexy, sed etiam aitroroysxn 
(Gerhard). Both meanings pass over into each other, so that € 
is not to be interpreted as synonymous with dvd. — rretpacpor 
are the events by which the faith of the Christian is proved 
or also tempted ; here, specially the persecutions which he is 
called upon to endure at the hands of the unbelieving world, 
cf. Jas. i. 2; Acts xx. 19. By the addition of the adjective, 
the manifold nature of their different kinds is pointed out. 


RemMARK.—When Schott, in opposition to the interpretation 
here given, maintains the purely present force of éyaAa. on the 
ground that “it must be the apostle’s object to commend by 
way of exhortation the readers for their present state of mind,” 
it is to be remarked—(1) That the apostle here gives utterance 
to no exhortation; and (2) That the apostle might perfectly well 
direct his readers to the certainty of the future joy, in order to 
strengthen them for the patient endurance of their present con- 
dition of suffering. It is perfectly arbitrary to assert, with 
Schott, that by pr: the present trials as transitory are contrasted 
with the present joy as enduring, as also to maintain “ that by 
the aorist Avrnéévres the suffermg is reduced to the idea of an 
ever-changing variety of individual momentary incidents which, 
in virtue of the uniform joy, may always lie behind the Chris- 
tian surmounted ” (!).—Schott insists again, without reason, that 
si déoy [Zor/] cannot be taken as referring to the divine decree, in 
that it is “impossible to make the accomplished concrete fact of 
the Avrndjvar: hypothetical with respect to the will of God;” for 
it is not clear why Peter should not characterize the rurndjvae 
ey Ton. Teipzowors aS something hypothetical here, where he does 
not as yet enter more particularly into the concrete facts. Nor 
can it be assumed that <7 déov (¢or/) is added in order to remind 
the readers that the tomo! respacwoi should in reality occasion 
no sadness,—the less so that thus the intimately connected 
Avandevres év worn. weipaouors are torn asunder. 


Ver. 7. wa] states the aim of the AvrnOAvai év . . . retpac- 
ois, in order to console the readers with respect to it, “that 
is not to be our own works which we choose, but we must await what God lays 


upon us and sends, so that we may go and follow, therefore thou mayest not 
thyself run after them.” 
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the approvedness of your faith may be found more precious than 
(that) of gold, which perisheth, yet it is tried by fire, to (your) 
praise, and glory, and honour at the revelation of Jesus Christ.” 
— Soxipwov here, as in Jas. i. 3 (ef. in loco), equal to Soxius}, 
the approvedness as the result of the trial (Rom. v. 3, 4; 
2 Cor. ii, 9, ix. 13; Phil. ii, 22).* The strict signification 
“medium of proof” is inappropriate, inasmuch as the aim of 
the AvmnOjvar év Tepacpois cannot be stated as the glori- 
fication of these meipacpol, but as only that of faith in its 
approvedness (in opposition to Steinmeyer). Unsuitable, too, is 
the interpretation “trial” (Briickner, Wiesinger), 7d doxduiov Tihs 
miotews being taken for 7 wlotis Soxywatouévy, inasmuch as 
it is not the trial of the faith, but the faith being tried that is 
to be compared with the gold. This substitution of ideas is 
not justifiable, inasmuch as the process applied to an object 
cannot be put for the object itself to which it is applied. 
Only if Soxipwsov denote a quality of faith, can a substitution 
of this kind take place. 6S0x/usov must be taken as: “ approved- 
ness,’ and by approvedness of faith, the “approved,” or rather 
“the faith approving itself.” ’ 


REmMARK.— What Schott had formerly alleged with respect 
to doxiusv is repeated by Hofmann, only by him it is carried 
further. By an highly artificial interpretation of Ps. xu. 7, 
LXX., and by the application of the rule established by him, 
“that the neuter of the adjective does not stand in the place 
of an abstract attributive, but expresses the condition of some- 


1 3oxiu4 in the N. T. has either an active or a passive signification ; in the 
former it means: ‘“‘ the trial which leads to approvedness,” as in 2 Cor. viii. 2 ; 
in the latter : ‘‘the approvedness effected by trial,” as in the passages quoted ; 
or better still: ‘‘a distinction must be drawn between a present and a perfect 
force, in that 3o:u% has a reflexive sense, either, then, the having approved itself, 
or the approving itself,” Cremer, s.v. 

2 Briickner raises the following objections to this interpretation :—(1) That 
Soxiwsov can linguistically only be understood as: means of proof, trial ; and (2) 
That the part. pres., standing in opposition to ypuciov (doxualoptvev), does not 
presuppose the purifieation of the gold to have already taken place, and that, 
consequently, the wioris doxyeeZouévn only can be considered as compared with 
xpuoiov doximelouevor. But against this it must be observed that Bonchiesov has only 
the signification of ‘‘means of proof,” not of trial ; and (3) That in the above 
interpretation it is not the already approved faith, but that faith which is being 
approved, or approving itself in tribulation, which is contrasted with gold which 


is being tried. 
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thing as a concrete reality, and in conjunction with a genitive 
denotes the object thereby named in this its condition,” Hof- 
mann makes out that it is here affirmed that “at the revelation 
of Christ it will be found that the faith of the readers has been 
subjected to purification, and is in consequence free from dross.” 
This whole interpretation is a pure matter of fancy, for doxéusov 
—a circumstance which both Schott and Hofmann have left 
unnoticed—is not an adjective, but a real substantive; for doxerov. 
—Cremer explains: “ doz. is not the touchstone only, in and for 
itself, but the trace left behind on it by the metal; therefore é 
dox. rhs wiorews is that which results from the contact of aor< 
with xespaouo%, that by which faith is recognised as genuine, equal 
to the proof of faith.” But in opposition to this it must be 
remarked that fire and not touchstone is here conceived as the 
means of testing. 


—rroAuTuorepoy x.T.r.] is by most interpreters closely con- 
nected with evpe7, by others again (Wolf, Pott, Steimmeyer, 
Wiesinger, Hofmann) separated from it, and considered as in 
apposition to To Soxiuiov tu. Tt. meot. The following facts, 
however, are decisive against the latter construction: (1) That— 
as Wiesinger admits—this appositional clause expresses “ some- 
thing understood of itself.” (2) That the intention here is not 
to make an observation on faith, but to state what is the 
design of sorrow, namely, that the faith which is approving 
itself may be found to be one oAvtiwos. (3) That thus 
evpeOn would be deprived of any nearer definition, in that the 
subsequent eés has reference not to evpe67 alone, but to the 
whole idea expressed. Yet it cannot well dispense with a 
nearer definition (in opposition to Hofmann).—The genitive 
xpvaiou is, as almost all the interpreters take it, to be joined 
in sense directly with the comparative : “than the gold,” so that 
the Soxiucov of the faith is compared with the gold. Some com- 
mentators, like Beza, Grotius, Vorstius, Steimmeyer, Hofmann, 
assume an ellipsis (cf. Winer, p. 230 [E. T. 307]), supplying 
before ypuvotou the words 7) 70 Sox/usov. In opposition it may 
be urged, however, not precisely “that this is cumbrous ” 
(Briickner), but that the point of comparison is not properly the 
approval of faith, but the faith in the act of approving itself. 
Whilst comparing the faith with the gold, the apostle places 
the former above the latter; the reason of this he states in the 
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attribute tod dmoAXvpévou connected with ypvolov, by which 
reference is made to the imperishable nature of faith. To this 
first attribute he subjoins the second: 8d arupds 8& Soxipato- 
pévov, in order to name here also the medium of proving, 
to which the sretpacyo/, with respect to faith, correspond. 
Accordingly Wiesinger and Steinmeyer are wrong in asserting 
that in the interpretation here given the attribute rod droAdv- 
Lévov is inappropriate. — atroAAvpevos : POaptos, cf. vv. 18, 23; 
also John vi. 27. For the position of the adjective with art. 
after an anarthrous subst., see Winer, p. 131 f. [E. T. 174]. — 
dua trupos Sé Soxipaflouévov] The particle é seems to place this 
second adjunct in antithesis to the first (drodAvpévov) (thus 
de Wette: “which is perishable, and yet is proved by fire;” 
so also Hofmann). But opposed to this view is the circum- 
stance that the trial and purification of what is perishable is 
by no means anything to occasion surprise; it is therefore 
more correct to find the purpose of the adjunct in this, that 
by it the idea of the SoxudfecOar is brought prominently 
forward. Vorstius remarks to the point: aurum igni com- 
mittitur non ad iteritum, sed ad gloriam, sic fides cruci ad 
gloriam subjicitur—For this comparison, see Job xxiii. 10; 
Prov, xvii. 3; Zech. xiii. 9. — ebpeO7 ets Errawov Kat ddo£av Kat 
tyunv| The verb evpeOjvar, “to be found to be,” is more 
significant than efvae (cf. Winer, p. 572 f. [E. T. 769 f.]), and 
has reference to the judicial investigation on the last day of 
judgment. The words following form an adjunct to the whole 
preceding thought: wa... etpeO7. Beza rightly: hic agitur 
de ipsorum electorum laude, etc. ; thus: “to your praise, glory, 
and honour.” Schott quite arbitrarily interprets @rawos as 
in itself: “the judicial recognition” (as opposed to this, cf. 
Phil. i, 11, iv. 8); to: “the moral estimation of the person 
arising therefrom” (as opposed to this, cf. 1 Pet. iii, 7), and 
d0€a: “the form of glory” (as opposed to this, cf. Gal. 1. 5; 
Phil. i. 11). Steinmeyer incorrectly applies the words not to 
the persons, but to their faith. 6d£a and rey in the N. T. 
stand frequently together; in connection with ézawvos, here 
only. The juxtaposition of these synonymous expressions 
serves to give prominence to the one idea of honourable 
recognition common to them all. Standing as 6c£a does 
1 PETER. E 
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between érauos and tyy7, it cannot signify: “the allotment 
of the possession of glory” (Wiesinger), but it is: “glory, 
praise.” — év doxarter “Inootd Xpiotod] not: “ through,” 
but : “at,” the revelation of Jesus Christ, that is, on the day of 
His return, which is at once the daroxddvwus Sixacoxpicias 
tod} Ocod (Rom. ii. 5) and the aroxdduis Ta vidv tod Ocod 
(Rom. vii. 19). 

Ver. 8. The longing of the believers is directed to the 
amoxdduYis Ina. Xpicrod, He being the object of their love 
and joy. This thought is subjoined to what precedes in two 
relative clauses, in order that thereby the apostle may advert 
to the glory of the future salvation. — dv otk eidores 
ayaTate| “whom, although ye know Him not (that is, accord- 
ing to the flesh, or in His earthly personality), ye love.” The 
object of eiSdres is easily supplied from év, according to the 
usage in Greek. The reading (doves expresses substantially 
the same thought. — Since daydrn, properly speaking, pre- 
supposes personal acquaintance, the clause ov« eidotes is 
significantly added, in order to set forth prominently that the 
relation to Christ is an higher than any based on a knowledge 
after the flesh. — In the clause following—co-ordinate with 
this—the thought is carried further, the apostle’s glance being 
again directed to the future appearance of Christ. — eis Sv 
apts pn opavrTes muatevovtes Sé ayardadobe] As regards the 
construction, eés év can hardly be taken with dya\\doGe, the 
participles opavres and mvoredovtes thus standing absolutely 
(Fronmiiller), but, as most interpreters are agreed, must be 
construed with muorevovres. The more precise determination 
of the thought must depend on whether ayad\dobe is, with 
de Wette, Briickner, Winer, Steinmeyer, Weiss, Schott, to be 
taken as referring to present, or, with Wiesinger and Hofmann, 
to future joy. In the first case, @ya\dudoGe is joined in the 
closest manner with muortevovtes, and apts only with py 
opovtes (de Wette: “and in Him, though now seeing Him 
not, yet believing ye exult”); in the second, eis dv . 
moatevovtes dé is to be taken as the condition of the dyad- 
MadoGe, and apts to be joined with mucrevovres (Wiesinger : 
“on whom for the present believing,—although without seeing, 
—ye exult”). In support of the first view, it may be 
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advanced, that thus @ya\\doGe corresponds more exactly to 
ayarare, and that m4) opévtes forms a more natural antithesis 
to ayad\maobe than to miotevovtes; for the second, that it is 
precisely one of the peculiarities characteristic of this epistle, 
that it sets forth the present condition of believers as one 
chiefly of suffering, which only at the azroxdAuyis of the Lord 
will be changed into one of joy; that the more precise 
definition: yapa@ avexAadyjt@ Kal Sedo~acpévyn, as also the 
subsequent kopt€ouevot, have reference to the future; that the 
dpte seems to involve the thought: “now ye see Him not, 
but then ye see Him, and shall rejoice in beholding Him ;” 
and lastly, that the apostle, iv. 13, expressly ascribes the 
ayand.ao8ac to the future. On these grounds the second view 
is preferable to the first. The present aya\\doGe need excite 
the less surprise, that the future joy is one not only surely 
pledged to the Christian, but which its certainty makes 
already present. It may,indeed, be supposed that ayaddaobe 
must be conceived as in the same relation to time with ayarare; 
yet, according to the sense, it is not the dya\dvacPat, but the 
miotevev, Which forms the second characteristic of the Chris- 
tian life annexed to dyarayv. It is not, however, the case, 
that on account of the present muotevovtes, ayandr, also must 
be taken with a present signification (Schott), since love and 
faith are the present ground of the joy beginning indeed now, 
but perfected only in the future. The particle of time dru 
applies not only to uw opévres, but likewise to mectevovtes 5é; 
the sense of pa op@vTes mictedovtes Sé is not this, that 
although they now do not see, yet still believe—the not seeing 
and the believing do not form an antithesis, they belong to 
each other; but this, that the Christians do not indeed see, 
but believe. On the distinction between ovd« efdores and pz) 
épavtes, see Winer, p. 452 [E. T. 609].— yapa avexradijro 
Kal dedoEacpévy] serves to intensify dya\Mudobe. avexdadnTOs, 
am. Xey., “ unspeakable,” is either “what cannot be expressed 
in words” (thus a@Addnros, Rom. viii. 26), or “what cannot 
be exhausted by words.”? dSed0£acpévy, according to Weiss, 
means: “the joy which already bears within it the glory, in 


1Steinmeyer gives an unjustifiable application to the word, by saying: 
‘‘Meminerimus cay romiawv repacpor, Si quidem plurimae illae tentationes 
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which the future glory comes into play even in the Christian’s 
earthly life ;” similarly Steinmeyer: “hominis fidelis laetitia 
jam exstat Sedo€acuévy, quoniam dd€ay ejus futuram prae- 
sentem habet ac sentit;” but on this interpretation relations 
are introduced which in and for itself the word does not possess. 
SeS0£acpévos means simply “ glorified ;” xapa dedokacp. is 
accordingly the joy which has attained unto perfected glory ; 
but “the imperfect joy of the Christian here (Wiesinger, 
Hofmann), and not the joy of the world, which as of sense and 
transitory is a joy év atiia” (Fronmiiller), is to be regarded 
as its antithesis; so that this expression also seems to show 
that ayaAALdoGe is to be understood of the future exultation. 
Ver. 9. xouslomevos TO TéXOS K.T.r.] gives the reason of that 
joy; the participle links itself simply on to dyaddacde, 
“inasmuch as ye obtain,” etc., and supplies confirmation that 
what is here spoken of is not present, but future joy. It is 
arbitrary to interpret, with de Wette and Briickner: “inas- 
much as ye are destined to obtain;” or with Steiger: 
“inasmuch as even now in foretaste ye obtain.” Joined with 
the future present ayaAXaoGe, the participle must also be in 
the present.’ Cf. with this passage, more especially chap. v. 4. 
— xopuiferw : “obtain” (cf. chap. v. 4), is in the N. T. frequently 
used of the obtaining of what will be assigned to man at the last 
judgment; 2 Pet. ii. 13; 2 Cor.v. 10; Eph. vi. 8; Col. iii. 25. 
Steinmeyer incorrectly explains the word:, secwm portare. — 
TO Tédos, not “the reward” =pucOds (Beza, Vorstius, etc.), 
neither is it “the reward of victory” (Hofmann);? but it is 


totidem laetitiae causas afferunt, sine dubio 7 yapéz eodem sensu dvexacanros 
exstat, quo reipacwoi nequeunt enumerari.” 

1 Winer, in the 5th ed. (p. 403), gives the same interpretation as de Wette ; in 
the 6th (p. 306 [E. T. 429]) and the 7th (p. 330), on the other hand: ‘as 
receiving (they are that already in the assurance of faith).” Schott: ‘since ye 
are about to, or on the way to, gather in (!) like a harvest the end of your faith.” 
Schott is clearly wrong when he asserts that if the apostle had had the future 
joy in his mind, he must have written xomiedwevor on account of the ddezacuiyn, 
“because the attaining of the end of salvation, which is still in the act of being 
accomplished, could not be placed parallel with the final glorification which has 
already taken place,” since there is nothing unreasonable in the idea that the joy 
of the Christians és glorified when they receive the end of their salvation. 

? The expression xouiZev indeed shows that Peter pictured to himself the céAos 
of faith as a trophy, but not that +#ss literally means: ‘‘ trophy.” 
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the end of faith, that to which it is directed; see Cremer, s.v. 
— Ths Tictews tywov] refers back to muotevortes, ver. 8. — 
owrnpiay yyvxyev| The salvation is indeed one already present; 
but here is meant the Christians’ completed salvation, of which 
they shall be partakers, éy xaip@ éoyat@ (ver. 5).— On 
uyov, Bengel remarks: anima praecipue salvatur: corpus 
in resurrectione participat; cf. Jam.i.21; John xii. 25; Luke 
xxi 19; 

Vv. 10-12. The design of this paragraph is not to prove 
the truth of the apostolic doctrine by its agreement with that 
of the prophets (Gerhard), but to bring prominently forward 
the glory of the cwrypia before spoken of, by presenting it 
as the object of prophetic search. Calvin: “ salutis hujus 
pretium inde commendat, quod in eam toto studio intente 
fuerunt prophetae.” Wiesinger also; in such a way, however, 
that he holds the real tendency to be this, that the readers 
should recognise themselves as “those favoured ones who, by 
the preaching of the gospel, had been made partakers of the 
salvation foretold in the O. T.” Schott thinks that here the 
position of the Christians is compared very favourably with 
that of the prophets, since the latter had to cling to a bare 
word referring to an indefinite time; the former, on the other 
hand, have in their possession of salvation the pledge of a 
blessed future—indeed, in a certain sense even possess it, — 
But how much is here introduced ! 

Ver. 10. wept 4s catnpias é&eCntncay Kal é&npedvnoay 
apopytat| The owrnpia, to which the search of the prophets 
was directed, is, as the connection: wepl js owrt., shows, 
the previously mentioned cwrtnpla wuyev, which is the rédos 
of faith. Wiesinger and Schott extend the idea so as to 
include within it the present salvation. This is correct thus 
far, that the future salvation is only the completion of the 
present; but it is precisely to the completion that the apostle’s 
glance is directed. De Wette is wrong in understanding by 
cwtnpia “the work of salvation.” — Both verbs express the 
earnest search. é&epevvav is in the N. T. diz. Aey. (LXX. 
1 Sam. xxiii. 23: ¥5N; 1 Chron. xix. 3: 72M). The prefixed 
éx serves to intensify the idea, without hinting that the 
prophets selected the right time from among different periods 
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(Steiger) ; see the other passages in the N. T. where the verb 
éx€nrewv occurs. The aim of their search is more precisely 
defined in ver. 11. Luther’s translation is inexact: “after 
which salvation;” mepé means rather: in respect to, with 
regard to.—Calvin justly remarks: quum dicit prophetas 
sciscitatos esse et sedulo inquisivisse, hoc ad eorum scripta aut 
doctrinam non pertinet, sed ad privatwm desideriwm quo quis- 
que aestuavit. A distinction is here drawn between the 
individual activity put forth on the basis of the revelation of 
which they had been made partakers, and that revelation 
itself (Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann).’ To mpodjrac is sub- 
joined the nearer definition: of wept tis eis buds yapuTos 
mpopntevoayvtes| by which some prophets are not distinguished 
from others, as Hofmann thinks, but all are characterized 
according to their function. Bengel: Articulus hic praeter- 
missus grandem facit orationem, nam auditorem a determinata 
individuorum consideratione ad ipsum genus spectandum 
traducit ; sic ver. 12: angeli.— 17 es tuas yadpus] either from 
the prophets’ standpoint: “destined for you” (de Wette, 
Briickner), or from that of the apostles: “the grace of which 
ye have been made partakers” (Wiesinger, Schott). The first 
is the preferable view. ydpis is not to be taken as identical 
with cwrnpia (as opposed to Wiesinger), but the difference in 
expression points to a distinction in idea. ydpus denotes both 
the present and the future, cwrypia only the future. Hofmann 
attaches particular importance to the fact that twas and not 
nas is here used; assuming that by tuds the readers must 
be understood to be heathen - Christians. This is, however, 
incorrect, since Peter nowhere in his epistle makes a distinc- 
tion between heathen and Jewish - Christians; by tds the 
readers are addressed not as heathen-Christians, but as Chris- 
tians in general; cf. also vv. 3, 4: dvayevyyncas ids... 
/ > ¢ an 

TETNPNMLEVOUS ELS ULAS. 

Ver. 11 stands in close grammatical connection with the 

1 Steinmeyer denies this distinction, and says, interpreting rive 1 xoiov xapby, 
ver. 11, by de sola inde indole temporis : neminem latebit, eos saepenumero 
de crescente piorum hominum desiderio nec non de aucta improborum proter- 
vitate verba fecisse; . . . ecce r& onusia rod wirarovres xuipsd, quae indagata 


praedicarunt. According to this, ix@arciv and ‘Zcpsuvav would be indagata 
praedicare (!). 
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preceding, €pevvavtes being conjoined with the verba finita of 
ver. 10; what follows states the object of the épevydv.— 
eis Tiva i) Tolov Katpov] Tiva refers to the time itself, zrovov- to 
its character.’ Steinmeyer (appealing without justification to 
Rom. iv. 13) explains # incorrectly: vel potius; vel, ut rec- 
tius dicam. — é67Aov] not: “ referred to” (Luth. or significaret, 
Vulg.), but: “ revealed,’ as Heb. ix. 8, xii. 17, etc. Vorstius 
supplies: gratiam illam exstituram, de qua et ipsi vaticinaban- 
tur; this is incorrect. ls . . . xawpov is conjoined rather 
directly—though not as its real object, but as a secondary 
determination—with éd7Xov. An object is not to be supplied 
(neither tadta nor tiv ydpw TavTny, Steiger), as éd7Aov is in 
intimate union with the participle rpouaprupopevov (de Wette, 
Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott), by which “at once the act of 
dnrodv and its object are exactly determined” (de Wette). — 
TO é€v avtois Tvedpa Xpictod| By this the revealing subject 
is mentioned: the prophets only expressed what the Spirit 
within them communicated to them; “the 7d év avtois is to 
be taken as a special act of éd7jdov” (Wiesinger), cf. besides, 
Matt. xxii. 43 and 2 Pet.i. 21.—This Spirit is characterized 
as the 70 mvedua Tod Xpiotov, not in that it bears witness 
of Christ (Bengel: Spiritus Christi: testans de Christo; thus 
also Grotius, Augustine, Jachmann), for Xpiorod is the subjec- 
tive and not the objective genitive, but because it is the Spirit 
“which Christ has and gives” (Wiesinger); see Rom. vii. 8. 
The expression is to be explained from the apostle’s conviction 
of the pre-existence of Christ, and is here used in reference 
strictly to the mpopaptupomevov ta eis Xpiotov rabjpata 
x.7.r. directly conjoined with it. Barnabas, chap. v.: prophetae 
ab ipso habentes donum in illum prophetarunt. 
ReMARK.— By far the greater number of the interpreters 
rightly see in the term here applied to the Spirit a testimony 


1 Bengel: in quod vel quale tempus; guwod innuit tempus per se, quasi 
dicas aeram suis numeris notatam: quale dicit tempus ex eventibus variis 
noscendum. 

2 Hofmann is indeed not mistaken in saying that +0 tv airois wv. Xp. is a desig- 
nation of the Spirit working prophetic knowledge in the prophets, and not of a 
constant indwelling of it,—only it must be observed that the expression here 
employed says nothing as to how or in what manner the Spirit dwelt in the 


prophets, 
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to the real pre-existence of Christ. Not so de Wette, who finds 
in it merely the expression of the view “ that the work of redemp- 
tion is the same in both the O. and N. T., and that the Spirit of 
God at work in the former is identical with the Spirit of Christ ;” 
and Weiss (pp. 247-249), who explains the name thus: that 
the Spirit which was at work in the prophets was the same as 
“that which Christ received at His baptism, and since then 
has possessed ;” similarly Schmid also (71. Theol. p. 163), “ the 
Spirit of God which in after time worked in the person of 
Christ.”—Weiss seeks to prove, indeed, that “Christ had in the 
pre-existent Messianic Spirit an ideal, or in a certain sense a real 
pre-existence,’—but in this way reflex ideas are attributed to 
the apostles, which certainly lay far from their mind. Besides, 
Weiss himself admits that in 1 Cor. x. 4, 9, reference is made to 
the pre-existent Christ; but it cannot be concluded from Acts 
i. 36 that Peter did not believe it. Schott, too, in his inter- 
pretation, does not abstain from introducing many results of 
modern thought, when he designates +d av. Xp. here as the Spirit 
“of the Mediator continually approaching the consummation of 
salvation (!), but as yet supernaturally concealed in God.” 
Steinmeyer does not touch the question of the pre-existence of 
Christ ; he finds an adequate explanation of the expression in 
the remark of Bengel, although he takes Xpiorod as a subject. 
gen. 


—~- Tpouaptupopevor] This verb. compos. occurs nowhere else 
in the N. T., and in none of the classical writers ; the simplex 
means properly: “to call to witness;” then, “to swear to, to 
attest ;” mpopaptuperGat is therefore: “to attest beforehand.” } 
— The object of edndov . . . mpouapt. is ta els Xpiorov 
TaQnwata Kal Tas peta Tada S0€as] On this Luther remarks, 
that it can be understood of both kinds of suffering, of those 
which Christ Himself bore, as well as of those which we 
endure. The majority of interpreters conceive the reference 
to be to the former: Oecumenius, Theophyl., Erasmus, Grotius, 
Aretius, Piscator (cf. Luke xxiv. 26), Vorstius, Hensler, Stolz, 
Hottinger, Knapp, Steiger, de Wette, Briickner, Steinmeyer, 


* Schott justly remarks that dnacdy and spowcpripectas are not identical with 
xpopnrevey, but that they denote the ‘action of the Spirit,” by means of which 
‘““He communicated to the prophets the prophecies after which they were to 
inquire.” But he is evidently mistaken when he asserts that this identification 
takes place in the above interpretation.—Nor is Schott warranted in supposing 
that in xpouap. the apostle emphatically shows that the manner of communication 
“was a revelation in the form of speech, and not an inward vision.” 
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Wiesinger, Weiss, Luthardt, Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann, etc. ; 
but not so Calvin: non tractat Petr. quod Christo sit proprium, 
sed de universali ecclesiae statu disserit; Bolten and Clericus 
explain it of the sufferings of the Christians; the same posi- 
tion is taken up in the first edition of this commentary. Since 
the main tendency of the paragraph, vv. 10-12, is to give 
special prominence to the glorious nature of the believers’ 
catnpia, the latter view zs favoured by the connection of 
thought. But, on the other hand, there is nothing opposed to 
the assumption, that the apostle here mentions the facts on 
which the cwtypia is founded, as the substance of the 
testimony of the Spirit of God in the prophets. The expression 
ta eis Xpictov waOnyata too, which must be interpreted on 
the analogy of 77s els buas yaprros, goes to show that by it are 
to be understood the sufferings which were ordained or appointed 
to Christ (Wiesinger).— On the plural tas . . . d0€as, Bengel 
says: Plurale: gloria resurrectionis, gloria ascensionis, gloria 
judicii extremi et regni coelestis; thus also Grotius, de Wette, 
Steiger, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott. But it might be more 
correct to explain the plural in this way, that as the one 
suffering of Christ comprehends in it a plurality of sufferings, 
so does His d0€a a plurality of glories. Hofmann: “by va6n- 
para is to be understood the manifold afflictions in which the 
one suffering of Christ consisted, while the manifold glorify- 
ings which go to make up His glory are included under dd€au.” * 
Besides, it must be noted that the suffering of Christ is always 
designated by the plural 7wa@para (with the exception of in 
Heb. ii. 9, where we have: 70 7d@npa tov Oavarov), but His 
glory always by the singular d0fa.—As the mra@jpyara and 
d0€&ac of Christ are the object of é6nXov mpopaprupopevor, so by 
xatpos, to which the épevydy of the prophets was directed, the 
time is referred to when this salvation would actually be 
accomplished. For this reason, then, éEnpevvnoar, ver. 10,cannot 
again be repeated in épevvdvres (Wiesinger, Schott), as if the 
eis Tiva ... Katpov referred directly to the appearance of 
the cwrnpia; the apostle’s thought is rather this, that in 


1 Hofmann’s opinion, that Peter had chiefly in his mind the passages in Isa. 
xlix. 6, 7, lii. 15, arises from the fact that he applies suas specially to the 
Gentiles. 
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their search as to the time of the sufferings, etc. of Christ, 
the prophets had before their eyes, as that with respect to 
which they sought to obtain knowledge, the cwrnpia of which 
believers were to be made partakers. 


ReMARK.—Definite corroboration of the ideas here expressed 
is to be found in the Book of Daniel, chap. xii. 4, 9, 10, 13. 
The fundamental presupposition is, that the “when” of the fulfil- 
ment was unknown to the prophets; according to ver. 12, all 
that was revealed to them was, that it would take place only in 
the times to come. De Wette asserts too much when he says, 
that searching as to the time cannot be predicated of the 
genuine prophets of ancient Judaism, but of Daniel only, who 
pondered over the seventy years of Jeremiah. But although the 
words of Daniel may have given occasion for the apostle’s state- 
ment, still that statement is not incapable of justification. If 
the apostles searched as to the time when the promises of Christ 
would receive accomplishment, why should it not be pre- 
supposed that similarly the prophets, too, inquired into that 
which the mztu« Xporod testified beforehand to them, more 
especially as to the za:pés of its fulfilment ? 


Ver. 12. ois aexadvpOn] is linked on by way of explana- 
tion to épevvovtTes: “to whom tt was revealed,” i.e. “in that it 
was revealed to them.” This is to be taken neither as an 
antithesis to the searching, nor as the result of it, but as an 
element accompanying—and stimulating—it; see Wiesinger 
and Schott in loc.— 6ru ody éavtots byiv (piv) dé Sunxovour 
avta| éte is not causal here (Luther: “for;” so also Luthardt 
and Hofmann). Opposed to this is the circumstance that if 6re 
«.7.r. be taken as a parenthesis, and the & viv dvnyyédn «7d. 
following be joined with aexadvp6n (Hofmann), this sentence 
is strangely broken up; if, on the other hand, & viv «.7.d. be 
united with what immediately precedes (Luther), drexadvb0n 
is plainly much too bald. Nor can it be denied that é7v natu- 
rally connects itself with arexarv On, and & vov is joined with 
Sunxovovv aitd. OTe states, then, not the reason, but the con- 
tents of what was revealed to the prophets.’ — dcaxoveiv, both 


1 Luthardt interprets : ‘‘for there the object was a future one, from which the 
veil had to be removed by single acts of God; here, it is a present one, which 
accordingly the messengers simply proclaim, in the power of the now ever 
present Spirit of God,”—how muchis imported here! Steinmeyer admits that és 
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in the N. T. and in the classics, is frequently a transitive verb 
joined with the accusative, and that in such a way that the 
accusative denotes either the result of the Ssaxovety, or the 
thing to which the service is directed (iv. 10). Here, where 
av7a is the accusative dependent on dunxovovr, the latter is the 
case ; for that which is announced to the Christians is not the 
result of the prophets’ ministrations, but that to which they 
were directed. That “they did their part in bringing to pass 
by their ministration the salvation which is now preached ” 
(Wiesinger, and Schott also), is a thought in no way hinted at 
here, and in which: “did their part” is a purely arbitrary addi- 
tion. The ministration of the prophets consisted not in the 
bringing to pass of the salvation, but in the proclaiming of that 
which was revealed to them (Briickner); and this is what is con- 
veyed by avra.—They exercised this ministration, ody, etc., “not 
Jor their, rather for your (our) benefit,’ ae. in such a way that its 
application was to you (us), not to themselves.—On 6é after the 
negation, as distinguished from dana, cf. Winer, p. 411 [E. T. 
621]. The difference in the reading dpiv or ftv does not 
essentially affect the meaning, since by vpiv, though the readers 
of the epistle are indeed addressed in the first instance, all the 
rest of the Christians are naturally thought of as included. 
Still, the idea expressed in the tyiy or ajiv Sé is not without 
difficulty. Taken strictly, the ovy éavtois alone was known 
to the prophets—and along with this likewise, that it was 
for others, i.e. for those who lived at the time of its fulfil- 
ment. But as these others are the Christians, the apostle 
directly opposes tpiv dé to ovy éavtois—that is, inserts the 


is not to he taken airiroyinas, but denies at the same time that it states the 
argumentum 7%s éroxa2tews ; he assumes an inversion, which is to be resolved 
thus : ols dxenurtoen (sc. cadru, namely re rad. x. d6%us Xp.) ody tanrois, AX’ drs 
iuiv dinxbvovy aed, and then interprets: h. e. quibus manifestata sunt, non in 
ipsorum commodum, sed quia nobis ea ministrare jussi erant. But is 7 then 
not still «riorcyixes? Andon what ground should an inversion so very harsh be 
adopted? 

1 Schott’s singular assertion, that ‘‘od.. . 0 does not cancel tavrois simply, and 
put Siv in its place, but that 2 adds only something new to the preceding which 
remains standing” (in spite of the oé!), is based on a misconception of what is 
said by Hartung, Partikellehre, I. 171, to which Schott appeals. ‘‘ Others than 
those addressed are not excluded ; the latter only are indicated as those for whom 
the prophecy was intended ;” thus Hofmann, too, incorrectly. 
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definite for the indefinite—-Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner join 
avtad closely with the & which follows: “the same as that 
which now is proclaimed to you;” this is, however, incorrect. 
avrd is nowhere in the N. T. construed thus with a relative 
to which it is antecedent; it applies rather to what has been 
formerly mentioned; here, therefore, doubtless to that of 
which the rvedua Xpiorod testified beforehand to the prophets, 
and what they prophesied of the yapus, of which the readers 
had been made partakers. It is less fitting to limit the refer- 
ence to the td eis Xpuotov maOnpuata, & «.7.r. being joined to 
it in a somewhat loose way.—It is entirely arbitrary for 
Hofmann to assert that “Peter does not speak of any pro- 
phecies in general, but of the written records in which were 
contained the prediction of the prophets, who had foretold 
the extension of grace to the Gentile world ;” there is nothing 
here to lead to the supposition that the apostle makes any 
reference to written records,—and predictions with regard to 
the heathen.— By means of the following @ viv avnyyérn 
k.7.X., the apostle insists that what the prophets foretold is that 
which is now proclaimed to the readers. — viv emphasizes the 
present, in which the facts of salvation are proclaimed as having 
already taken place, as contradistinguished from the time when 
they were predicted as future. — dca Tv evayyedicapéver buds 
(€v) mvevuate dyi~] For the construction of the verb evay- 
yertGea Oar, c. ace., cf. Gal. i. 9; Winer, p. 209 [E. T. 279].— 
If the reading: é€v 7v. be adopted, the Holy Spirit is conceived 
of as the power, as it were, encompassing and swaying them ; 
if the other reading, as the moving and impelling cause. Like 
prophecy (ver. 11), the preaching of the gospel proceeds from 
the illumination and impulse of the Holy Spirit. — aocra- 
A€évtL at’ ovpavod] refers to the events of Pentecost; since then 
the Holy Spirit has His abode and is at work in the church. 
Though the same Spirit was already in the prophets, ver. 11, 


1 Weiss’s assertion (Die Petrin. Frage, above mentioned, p. 642) that, ‘if 
there be here an allusion to the outpouring of the Spirit on the day of Pentecost, 
Paul could not have belonged to those who had preached the gospel to the 
readers,” is without foundation, as it is not said here that the cbeyysaurdwevon 
sues belonged to those who received the Holy Spirit at Pentecost, but only that 
they preached in that Spirit, which was sent from heaven at Pentecost; and this 
applies to Paul no less than to the other apostles. etc. 
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He had not yet at that time been sent from heaven. Who 
the individuals were who had preached the gospel to the 
readers, Peter does not say. No doubt the form of the apostle’s 
expression does not compel us to think of him as excluded 
from the trav evayyerX.; yet it is very probable that Peter, 
had he intended to include himself, would somehow have 
given this to be understood. — els & émiOupodow dyyedou 
mapaxivrat| The relative & clearly goes back to & viv avny- 
yédn. It is arbitrary to understand (with Schott) by that 
which the angels desired to see, “ the nature and origin of the 
moral transformation wrought by the proclamation of the 
gospel;” or, with Hofmann, to give it this reference, “that 
Christ has died, and been glorified in such a way that now 
He can and should be preached to the heathen as having died, 
and been glorified for them;” it includes not only the ra@%- 
pata and do£av of Christ (Wiesinger), but the whole contents 
of the message of salvation (Briickner), which, as it is a 
testimony to the facts of redemption, is also a preaching of 
the cwrnpia founded on them, which is érolun droxarvpOjvat 
év Kalip@ éoxate (ver. 5), and which the believers will obtain 
(ver. 9).—émrvOvpodoe must not be taken as an_ aorist 
(Irenaeus, c. Haer. iv. 67; Oecumenius: dv tHv ywdou Kal 
éxBacow Kal avtot of aryyerou éreOvunoarv), for the question is 
not as to what the angels did at the time of the prophets, but 
as to what they are now doing. That after which they long is 
the mapaxtwas eis ad’ra. On the inf. aor. after émiOupodou, 
see Winer, p. 310 f. [E. T. 416]. — wrapaxirrew, properly, “to 
bend to the side so as to examine a thing,” means when joined 
with e¢s not only: “to look towards,” but: “to look into any- 
thing,” and that in order to obtain a more accurate knowledge 
of the object in question.? The vapd of the verb indicates that 
the angels stand outside the work of redemption, inasmuch as 


1 The Vulg. translates «/s 2 by in quem (i.e. in Spiritum sanctum). 

2 Although Hofmann may not be wrong in asserting that rapaxdarey is used 
also to denote a cursory glance at anything (cf. Dem. iv. 24, in Pape, s.v.), yet 
in connection with ¢is it is chiefly employed in cases, where a more accurate 
knowledge is implied ; precisely as Pape also interprets rapuxdarsy, ‘to stand 
beside a thing, and to bend down so as to see it more distinctly ;” ef. further, 
Ecclus. xxi. 23 (xiv. 23), and in the N. T. besides Jas, i, 25, also John xx. 11 
(Luke xxiv. 12; John xx. 5). 
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it is not for them, but for man (cf. Heb. ii. 16). The addition 
of this clause brings prominently forward the idea, not that 
the work of salvation is a mystery,—concealed even from 
the angels,—but that that which has been proclaimed to the 
readers is something so glorious that even the angels had a 
wish and a longing to see what was its fashion, and what 
the course of its development (cf. Eph. iii 10). Nor is 
it implied in éwcOupodos that “the angels cannot attain to a 
knowledge of the economy of salvation” (Schott). It is more 
than doubtful whether there be here any reference to Ex. 
xxv. 20, as several interpreters assume. Beza: alludit Ap. 
ad duos illos Cherubim opercula Arcae insistentes, conversis In 
ipsam arcam oculis. Piscator: videtur respicere ad Cherubim 
super arcam foederis, tanquam ad typum. 

Ver. 13. The first group of exhortations extends from this 
verse to the end of the chapter.— Ver. 13. First exhortation, 
which forms the basis of those which follow. The terelws 
érriew is the foundation upon which the whole moral-reli- 
gious life of the Christian must be raised. — 610 avaf@odpevor 
Tas oodvas ths Siavoias tpaev] 610 does not refer back to 
any single thought in what precedes, certainly not to the glory 
of the cwrnpia touched upon in vv. 10 ff. (Calvin: ex mag- 
nitudine et excellentia gratiae deducit exhortationem), still less 
to the thought expressed vv. 5-9: “that the Christian goes 
through trial towards a glorious destiny” (de Wette), but to 
the whole of the foregoing lines of thought (Schott), which, 
however, have their point of convergence in this, that unto the 
Christian begotten again eis éAmida fHoav, the cwrnpia is 
appointed as the rédos ris wiotews (similarly Briickner). — 
avatwadpevor Tas dodvas| a figurative expression taken from 
the runners (and others) who tucked wp their dress, so as to 
prosecute their work with less hindrance. avatévvums, Gar. 
Ney. (Prov. xxxi. 17; LXX., ed. van Hss xxix. 17), means to 
tuck up; Luther incorrectly: “therefore so gird yourselves” 
(thus Wiesinger also translates, although he justly says: “The 
figure taken from the tucking wp of a long under garment 
denotes preparedness for something,” etc.); cf. the passages, 
Luke xii, 35 and Eph. vi. 14 (am both passages, however, 
tepiSovvupt). The figure is the more appropriate, that the 
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Christian is a craperiSnpos, on his way to the future «dAnpo- 
vouia. The figurative tds dogpvas finds its own explana- 
tion in the epexegetical genitive ris Siavolas budv. Aretius 
interprets incorrectly : lumbi mentis i. e. ipsa recta ratio renati 
hominis recte judicans de negotio pietatis; Svavova means 
here, as in Col. i 21: the “disposition of mind.” The mean- 
ing of the phrase applies not only to deliverance from evil 
desires (Gerhard: quarumvis passionum et cupiditatum car- 
nalium refrenatio praescribitur), but to all and every needful 
preparation of spirit for the fulfilling of the exhortations 
following; “it is the figure of spiritual preparedness and 
activity” (de Wette). The aorist participle points to this 
spiritual preparedness as the preliminary condition of éd7ifew 
(Schott). — vjgovres] cf. chap. iv. 7, v. 8 (1 Thess. v. 6, 8; 
2 Tim. iv. 5). Calvin correctly: non temperantiam solum in 
cibo et potu commendat, sed spiritualem potius sobrietatem, 
quum sensus omnes nostros continemus, ne se hujus mundi 
illecebris inebrient; similarly most interpreters. Otherwise, 
however, Weiss (p. 95 f.), who supposes an antithesis between 
avaloadpevot and vydovtes, inasmuch as the former is opposed 
“to want of courage and apathy,” the latter to “unnatural 
overstraining and excitement,’ and “unhealthy exaltation.” 
But no such antithetical relation is (as little as there is in chap. 
v.8 and 1 Thess. v. 6, 8, between ypyyopeiv and vine) here 
anywhere hinted at, nor is there anything in the whole epistle 
to lead us to suppose that Peter considered it necessary “to warn 
his hearers against the extravagant enthusiasm of a Messianic 
glory.” Rather in vydovtes is prominence given to an im- 
portant element in the dvafocac@a, without which a tedelws 
éAmiGevv cannot exist, namely, the clearness and soberness of 
mind with which the goal of hope and the way leading 
thither is kept in view. — tedelws éAricate él thy hepopévnv 
K.T.r.] Terelos, dr. Ney., belongs not to ynpovres (Oecumenius, 
Benson, Semler, Mayerhoff, Hofmann), but to éAricarte;? it 


1 The reasons which Hofmann brings forward for the combination of reasius 
with »4govres are not by any means conclusive ; for as the chief accent lies on 
iariours, a strencthening of this expression by reAciws is entirely appropriate, 
whilst »4Qyrzs requires no such support. The position of the word, too, is in 
favour of the connection with taricacs. 
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shows emphatically that the hope should be perfect, undivided, 
unchangeable (“without doubt or faint-heartedness, with full 
surrender of soul,” de Wette; Wiesinger adds further: “ex- 
cluding all ungodly substance and worldly desire, and includ- 
ing the pa cvoxnpar., ver. 14;” and Schott: “ with reference 
also to the moral conduct of earnest sanctification”). Weiss 
(p. 98) finds the rerewdrns of hope in this, that it does not 
allow itself to be overcome by suffering—but of suffering there 
is here no mention. Erasmus, Grotius, Bengel take it unsatis- 
factorily, only ratione temporis, 7c. “ad finem usque.” — 
ermivew, frequently with eis, év, émé c. dat., is construed with 
émé cum. accus. only here and in 1 Tim. v. 5; it means “¢o 
place his hope on something.’ The object connected with it 
by means of ésé is not the proper object of hope; the latter 
stands in the accusative, or is expressed by a verb, either in 
the infin. or with 6rz; but it is that from which the fulfil- 
ment of hope is expected.’ If, as here, éw?¢ be construed with 
the accusative, the disposition of mind with respect to the 
object is expressed; whilst if it be taken with the dative, the 
object is presented to us as the basis of hope, that on which it 
is founded. — ért tiv depopévnv tuiv ydpw év aroxarty ee 
"Ino. Xptortod] Several commentators interpret so that the sense 
runs: “place your hope on the grace which has been shown 
you by the revelation of Jesus Christ ;” thus Erasmus, Luther, 
Calov, Bengel, Gerhard, Steiger, etc.; according to this, depo- 
pévnv is the avtiotpogoy of KomifecOae (i.e. “which has been 
already offered or communicated to you”), yapus, “the for- 
giveness of sins effected by Christ,” and damoxaduis ’Inood 
Xpictod, “the revelation of Christ which has already taken 
place.” In the more exact definition of the term droxdduwis, 


1 The expression ‘‘to hope for something,” confidently to expect it, may lead 
to the supposition that this meaning is expressed by taviZew ixiei. In the N. T, 
this is usually rendered by awexdéx:cda:, Even in the construction with <i the 
thing accompanying it is not the object of hope, cf. John v. 45; 2 Cor. i. 10; 
only in Eeclus. ii. 9 is the object of tawiZey construed with «cis (faricare eis 
ayabe xul sis svppoodvyy). Hofmann wrongly attaches importance to whether ¢is is 
followed by a person or a thing, asserting that in the latter case the thing is the 
object ; for it is quite as possible to set one’s hope on a thing as on a person. 
Cremer rightly quotes this passage as one of those in which éawiZew has the 
meaning of “setting one’s hope on something.” 
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these interpreters again diverge from one another; whilst 
Luther, Calov, Steiger, and others hold it to be “ the revela- 
tion which has taken place in the gospel;” Bengel, ete., on 
the other hand, understand it of “the incarnation of Christ.” 
Erasmus gives both: sentit de mysterio evangelii divulgato 
per quod Christus innotuit, seu de adventu Christi. Steiger, 
in support of the first view, appeals to Luke ii. 32; Rom. 
tvinvgo, Gal 716> Ephii 17; 2 Cor. xii.*1 ;' Eph. 11.73% 
but all these passages do not furnish the proof desired. In no 
passage is the revelation of the gospel called the droxcaduyus 
*Inoot Xpictod. But the other view is opposed by the N. T. 
usus loquendi, according to which dzox. always denotes the 
future coming of Christ only. It must also be held to be 
unwairantable to interpret év daox. Inc. Xp. here in a dif- 
ferent sense from that given shortly before in ver. 7 (and chap. 
iv. 13).— Not less opposed to the former interpretation is 
the present participle depouévny, since the present may not 
arbitrarily be taken in the sense of the preterite, but must be 
looked upon as a realization of the future. Steiger is no 
doubt right in holding that 1 dep. tp. yapis “does not speak 
of the object of hoping, but the ground on which hope is 
built.” But from this it does not follow that by the phrase 
“something already accomplished ” must be understood, for why 
should the Christian not be able to set his hopes of salvation 
on the grace which in the future will be offered to him at and 
with the return of Christ? Piscator incorrectly explains 
xapis: coelestis felicitas et gloria, quam Deus nobis ex gratia 
daturus est. Aretius, again, is right: benevolentia Dei, qua 
nos amplectitur in filio: the grace of God from which the 
Christian has to expect the coelestis felicitas. — With ¢epo- 
pevny, cf. Heb. ix. 16. qépew: “to bring, to present” (not 
“to bring nearer,’ Schott), points here to the free grace of 
God. That is, then: “place your hope on the grace which will 
be brought to you at (in and with) the revelation (the second 
coming) of Christ.” It is rightly interpreted by Oecumenius, 
Calvin (who errs in this only, that he takes év for eis, ve. 
usque ad adventum Christi), Beza, Grotius, Estius, Semler, 
Pott, de Wette, etc. 

Remark.—The more recent interpreters take up different 
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positions with respect to the view here presented. Wiesinger, 
Briickner, Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann, agree with the inter- 
pretation of droxdérv ic, but are opposed to that of erie envi. 
Weiss and Zockler (De vi ac notione voc. travis in N. T. 1856, 
. 15 ff.), on the other hand, are against the latter, but in favour 
of the former. — As regards naif. Zockler : Ea est vis praeposi- 
tionis é/ ¢. ace. constructae, ut finem designet s. localem s. tem- 
poralem s. causalem, in quem tendat actus verbi. Qui tamen 
finis s. terminus sperandi ita discernendus est a simplici odjecto 
sperandi, ut hoc significet rem, quam sibi obtingere speret sub- 
jectum, finis vero ille simul auctor sit, e quo pendeat vel satis- 
facere votis sperantis, vel deesse;+ in support of which he 
justly quotes, in addition to this verse, 1 Tim. v. 5 (to which 
Wiesinger appeals without any justification), and a not incon- 
siderable number of passages from the LXX.; cf. Weiss also 
(p. 36 f.). De Wette interprets éheriCeny correctly, but thinks that 
inasmuch as the owrypia 1s conceived as a yeprs, it is at once the 
eround and the object of the hope. ‘With this Briickner agrees, 
finding “in this intermingling a part of the peculiarity of the 
thought ;” whilst, on the other hand, Weiss sees in it only a 
makeshift, conveying no clear idea at all.— With regard to the 
term aa mondinanlis, Weiss explains it as: manifestatio Christi, quae 
fit in verbo evangelii in hac vita (Gerhard). But this interpreta- 
tion is decidedly opposed to the N. T. usage; in no passage is 
7 the revelation, of which by the gospel we become partakers, 
* described as an d&roxcdru lug "Inoov Xpiorod, although amoxanuaresy 1S 
used of the different kinds of revealing. The reference to the 
gospel is an evident importation. Weiss raises two objections 
to the correct view—(1) “It is, as a matter of fact, impossible 
that the Christian should set his hope on the grace that is to be 
brought at the revelation of Christ ;”’—but why should this be 
impossible ? How often does it happen that the individual bases 
his hope for the fulfilment of his wish on an event as yet future, 
but which he is assured will happen! (2) “ That the second 
coming of Christ is not a revelation of grace at all, but of just 
judgment ;”—but the latter in no way excludes the former; and 
how could the Christian contemplate the second coming of 
Christ with calm, yes, even with joy, if there were no grace ? 


Ver. 14. Second exhortation (extending to ver. 21). — as 
Téxva UTaKons| does not belong to what precedes (Hofmann), 
but serves to introduce the new exhortation.? — ws does not 

‘ This interpretation is correct. The only point under dispute is ‘ simul.” 


* Hofmann connects not only these words, but the subsequent participial 
clause also: 2% cvrxnuariSoucvor x.7.a,., With what precedes. This, however, is 
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here introduce a comparison (as ii. 2, 5, iii. 7), but marks the 
essential quality of the subject. Lorinus correctly remarks on 
i. 14: constat hujusmodi particulas saepe nihil minuere, sed 
rei veritatem magis exprimere ; it corresponds to our “as,” de. ; 
as becomes you who should be réeva traxofs. — traxor is // 
used here as absolutely as in ver. 2, and has the same signifi- | 
cation as there. The spirit which pervades the life of believers 
is the spirit of obedience, and therefore they should be réxva 
vraxons. According to the analogy of similar compounds in 
the N. T., as téxkva gwtos, Eph. v. 8; its opposite: réxva 
katdpas, 2 Pet. 1.14; réxva tAs opyis, Eph. ii. 3; particularly 
viol tis amevOeias, Eph. ii. 2,—the expression téxva traxons 
may be explained so as that téxva shall denote only the relation 
in which the persons in question stand to the idea of the accom- 
panying genitive; cf. Winer, p. 223 f. [E. T. 298]; Butt- 
mann, p. 141; Meyer on Eph. ii. 2 (thus Grotius, Jachmann, 
etc.; Fronmiiller too). De Wette, Briickner, Schott, Weiss too 
most probably, p. 172, take récva as the “children of God,” , 
and wmaxofs as_the genitive of character (as Luke xvi. 8: 0/ 
oixovomos Ths Gdicias ; xviii. 6: dO Kpirns Ths aduclas). But as 
it is in ver. 17 that mention is first made of the sonship 
relation of the Christian, it remains at least doubtful whether 
the apostle had in this expression that relation in view ; at 
any rate the emphasis here lies not on téxva, but on vraxojs. 
— pi cvoxnparrouevor] py occurs here on account of the 
imperative cast of the whole sentence. Neither yevnOnre 
(Bengel) nor any other similar word is to be supplied to the 
part., inasmuch as it does not correspond to the dysor yervnOnte 
but to the cata Tov KarécavTa tpads dyvov (Wiesinger) ; there 
is here no “departure from the construction” (de Wette). The 
word cvexnpuartifecOar, occurring in the N. T. only here and 
in Rom. xii. 2, and nowhere but in later Greek, means: “to 
form his oxipa like that of another ;”* it has reference not 


opposed, on the one hand, by the correspondence which exists between réxva 
txaxens and the subsequent exhortations ; and, on the other hand, by aad, 
ver. 15, which is in antithesis to wn cvcxynuariSouevor, and therefore not to be 
separated from it, as though it commenced a new paragraph. 

1When, in objection to this, Hofmann urges that cvrynuarifecbas should 
here be interpreted not according to Rom. xii. 2, but on the principle of the 
expression : cury, reis Aeyoutvos ; ‘so to conduct oneself as to give adequate 
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to the outward conduct merely, but to the whole outward and 
inward conformation of life, as the connection with the follow- 
ing words shows: tats mpéortepov év Th wyvola tudv émibvpiass. 
The ériOupias, i.e. the sinful desires (not “the satisfied lusts, 
or a life of pleasure,” as de Wette understands), which formerly 
held sway in them, are the cyjua, according to which they are 
not to fashion themselves in their new life.’ Luther’s transla- 
tion is inexact: “take not up your former position, when ye in 
your ignorance lived according to your lusts.” The émvOupiae 
are more precisely characterized as formerly belonging to them 
év ayvoia; év specifies not merely the time (Calvin: tempus 
ignorantiae vocat, antequam in fidem Christi vocati essent), 
but likewise the origin (Wiesinger). ayvo.a is used here as in 
Acts xvii. 30, Eph. iv. 18, ignorance in divine things, and 
is to be understood, if not exactly of idolatry, at least of 
heathenism, which is far from the knowledge of the living 
God and of His will. Paul, in Rom. i. 18 ff., shows how the 
obscuring of the consciousness of God is the source of moral 
corruption. 


REMARK.—In answer to Weiss, who can see in this passage 


_no proof that the readers were Gentile-Christians, Wiesinger 
| justly remarks, Schott and Briickner agreeing with him: “the 


éyvoiwe of which the Jews (Acts ili. 17 ; Rom. x. 3) are accused, 
or which Paul attributes to himself, 1 Tim. 7.13 (the same 
applies to Luke xxiii. 34; John viii. 19), is of quite a different 
kind ; not an éyvow of the moral demands of the law, but the 
misapprehension of the purpose of salvation manifesting itself 
also through the law.” If Weiss, on the other hand, insists 
(Die Petr. Frage, p. 624) that the invectives of Christ most 
plainly teach how, in the Jewish conception of the law, at that 
time its deeper moral demands were misapprehended ; it must, 
as opposed to him, be observed that Christ’s attack was specially 
directed against the Pharisaic conception of it, and can in no 


expression to the words used,”—he does not consider that in this verse the 
verb has the same force as in Rom, xii. 2, for it means: “to conform your 
onus to that which your words express.” 

1 Schott terms this interpretation ‘‘inexact ;” for ‘‘it is not the lusts them- 
selves, but the mode of life which is essentially characterized by these lusts, 
according to which they are not to fashion themselves ;” but does then 
tmibywias mean ‘‘ the mode of life”? Besides, Schott himself says that the 
thought is not altogether correctly expressed. 
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way be applied to the people of Israel as such. Paul, in 
describing them, expressly allows to the Jews, Rom. ii. 17 ff, 
the ywioxew rd béAnua; and an éyvoa, in the absolute sense 
here implied, is nowhere cast up to them.—The O. T. dis- 
tinction between “sins of weakness (MwA, LXX.: xa? dyvoes, 
 dyvoig) and insolent sins of disobedience ” (07 2) (Weiss, 
p- 175) does not apply here. 


Vv. 15, 16. adda Kata Tov Karécayta buds &ytov] Steiger: 
“this positive instruction, instead of forming a_participial 
clause of its own, like the preceding (negative), is in animated 
discourse at once merged into the principal clause ;” there is, 
accordingly, nothing to be supplied ; still Oecumenius explains, 
in sense, correctly: dAda viv yodv, réyet, TO KadécavTe 
ovoxnpaTtifopevor, ayiw dvTt K.7.X. — aytov] is here a substan- 
tive, to which the participle xaX. is added as nearer definition 
(cf. 2 Pet. ii. 1), and that by way of strengthening the exhorta- 
tion (“ as ye are bound to do, since He hath called you”). The 
behaviour of those called must correspond with the nature of 
Him who has called them. Schott rightly remarks that the 
Kanrew must here be taken as “an effectual calling,” by which 
the readers are delivered from their state of estrangement from 
God, and introduced into one of fellowship with Him. — kai 
avtol arytoe év Tracy avactpopH yevnOnre| Kal adrot forms the 
antithesis to Tov ayvov ; Schott incorrectly: “as against what 
God has, on His part, by His calling, done to you and made 
you.” — év rdaon avactpodpy] not: in (your) whole (de Wette), 
but in (your) every walk.’ — yevn Ante] denotes not the becoming, 
but the being; Luther correctly: like Him .. . be ye also holy? 
— Ver. 16. 8067s yéyparrras] Stott, ic. ua TobTo Ste, “ for this 

1 For it must be observed that in the case of a collective expression, rés is 
accompanied by the article when the totality is conceived of as forming one 
whole ; the article is wanting when it is considered as composed of many ; e.g. 
was 6 Awds means: ‘*the whole people,” but zs ass: ‘‘all people,” when 
not: ‘‘every people,” in which case the collective expression is the special 
reine asks why? The reasons are—(1) because both in the LXX. and 
Apocrypha of the O. T., as also in the N. T., instead of the imper. of siva, 


which is but rarely used, there is very generally the imper. aorist of yiyvowc, 
in the LXX. translation of 75m, 397 (cf. specially Ps. lxix. 26) ; (2) because the 


exhortation ‘‘be holy” is more suited to the condition of Christians than 
“become holy.” 


od 


————— 
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reason because,’ indicates the reason for the preceding exhor- 
tation, and not simply for the use of the word dy.ov (de 
Wette). The apostle goes back to the command given to 
Israel, as to the reason why the Christians, called as they 
were by the God of holiness, should be holy in their every 
walk. The holiness of God laid Israel under the obligation 
to be holy, since God had chosen them to be His people— 
the same is the case, as Peter suggests by cadécavta tpas, 
with the N. T. church of believers, the true Israel, on whom, 
though doubtless in a form adapted to them, for this reason 
the commandments of the O. C. are still binding. Schott. justly 
observes that the passage quoted by Peter is not meant to 
establish the duty of holiness in itself, but to show that the 
fact of belonging to God involves as a matter of duty the 
necessity of an holy walk. The expression, which the apostle 
quotes, occurs more than once in the book of Leviticus, xi. 44, 
mix 2) xm 7, 26. 

Ver. 17. From here to the end of the verse the preceding 
exhortation is continued; the connection is shown by the 
copula Kai.— Kai e& matépa émixareiabe] corresponding to 
the @s téxva bmaxons, ver. 14. ef is here: “particula non 
conditionalis, sed assertiva, non dubitantis, sed rem notam 
praesupponentis ” (Calvin). The form of the sentence is, how- 
ever, hypothetical; the sense is: “if you act thus and thus, 
as ye are indeed now doing.” By this form the language is 
made more impressive than it would have been by a simple 
causative particle. — émrvcadeta bas] as medium, means to “ call 
upon” (for the meaning “ to name,’ as Wiesinger, de Wette, 
Briickner take it, is supported in the classics only by a 
doubtful passage in Dio Cass. Ixxvii. 7). marépa is the 
accusative of more precise definition (thus Hofmann also) ; 
Luther: “since ye call on Him the (i.e. as, ws) Father.” The 
sense is: “if ye look on Him as Father who, ete., and ye 
acknowledge yourselves as His children.”* It is to be noticed 
that the éuxadetoOe corresponds to the carécavra, v.15; God 
has called believers,—and they answer with the call to Him, in 
which they name Him Father. This mutual relationship lays 


* It is possible, and as Gerhard and Weiss (p. 172) think probable, that Peter 
here alludes to the Lord’s Prayer. 
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the Christians under obligations to be holy as He is holy.t — 
Tov ampocwTodiTTws KpivovTa TO éxdorou Epyor] a circum- 
locution for God full of significance, instead of the simple vov 
@cov, corresponding to the dyov, ver. 15. — ampoowrond/rrws, 
a da. dey., formed on the noun rpocwmodjmrns (Acts x. 34), 
which is composed of mpdc@mov and ANapBdvew ; see Meyer 
on Gal. ii. 6. — The present xpivovra indicates that impartial 
judgment is a characteristic function of God. The apostle 
mentions 70 épyov as that according to which the judgment of 
God is determined ; in this connection the plural is generally 
found (Rom. 1. 6); by the sineular the whole conduct of man 
(outwardly and inwardly) is conceived as a work of his life. 
— éxaarov] not without emphasis. It implies that the Chris- 
tian also—a son of God though he be—will, like all others, be 
judged according to his work; it 1s arbitrary to limit the appli- 
cation of the general term éxdotov to Christians only (Schott) ; 
there is no thought here of the distinction between Jew and 
Gentile (Bengel). — The term judge, as applied to God, stands 
in a peculiar contrast to warépa. The Christian, while con- 
scious of the love of God shed abroad in his heart (Rom. v. 5), 
must still never forget that God judges the evil, that His love 
is an holy love, and that sonship involves obligation of obedi- 
ence towards a just God.— & $08 Tov... avactpadyre] 
corresponding to the dys €v mdon avaotpoph yevijOnrTe, 
ver. 15; the feeling which harmonizes with the thought of 
the impartial judge is the do8os; thus Peter places ¢oBos 
first by way of emphasis. 080s is here, indeed, not the 
slavish fear which cannot co-exist with love (see 1 John 
iv. 18), no more is it the reverence which an inferior feels for 
a superior (Grotius, Bolten, etc.); but it is the holy awe of 
a judge who condemns the evil; the opposite of thoughtless 
security. Calvin: timor securitati opponitur; cf. chap. 
ii, 17; 2 Cor. vii. 1; Phil. ii, 12.2— tov rijs rapovxias 

1 §chott rightly remarks that ia«aciséo: is based on the same common 
relationship as in the preceding verses ; but here it is not considered as estab- 
lished by God, but as realized in practice by the readers, ze. as subjectively 
known and acknowledged by them. 

2 Weiss (p. 170) thinks that the passage, Rom. viii. 15, proves Paul’s funda- 


mental views of Christian life to have been different from those of Peter ; this 
opinion, however, is sufficiently contradicted by Weiss himself, who admits that 
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iuav xpovor] specifies the duration of the walk év ¢oB8q; 
mapoiia: “the sojourn in a foreign country ;” in its strict 
sense, Acts xiii. 17 (Ezra villi. 34, LXX.); here applied 
to the earthly life of the Christian, inasmuch as their «An- 
povouia is in heaven, ver. 1. This expression serves to 
give point to the exhortation expressed, hinting as it does 
at the possibility of coming short of the home; ef. chap. 
id: 

Ver. 18. The apostle strengthens his exhortation by remind- 
ing his readers of the redemption wrought out for them by 
the death of Christ. It is an assumption too far-fetched to 
suppose that this verse serves to show “ the causal connection 
between the protasis and the apodosis of ver. 17” (Schott). 
elddtes] not: “since ye know,” but: “ considering,” 
“reflecting;” Gerhard: expendentes; cf. 2 Tim. 11. 23 and my 
commentary on the passage. — 6rt ov] The negation is placed 
foremost in order the more to give prominence to the position. 
— paptois, dpyupio %) xpvoi@| POaprots is not an adjective 
here (Luther: “with perishable silver and gold”), but a sub- 
stantive: “with perishable things ;” see Winer, p. 491 [E. T. 
662].— Benson thinks that by dpyvpip 7 ypvolw the 
apostle alludes to the custom of paying money as a sign of 
reconciliation, according to Ex, xxx, 12-16; Num. iu. 44-51, 
xviii. 16 ; this is possible, but not probable. — éAutpwOnrTe] is 
here used in its strict signification of, to ransom, or redeem by 
a AUTpov (cf. Matt. xx. 28), as in Tit. ii, 14, whilst in Luke 
xxiv. 21 this definite application is lost sight of; with the 
thought, cf. 1 Cor. vi. 20. The ransom is stated in the follow- 
ing verse. — é€« Tis patalas tuov avaotpopys] cf. ver. 14. 
patatos, “empty, without real contents,’ does not occur in an 
ethical sense in the classics; LXX. Isa. xxxii. 6 translation 
of ¥ is not to be limited specially to the idolatry of the 
heathen (Carpzov, Benson, etc.), still less to the ceremonial 


in 2 Cor. vii. 1, ‘* Paul mentions the fear of God as a peculiar mark of the Chris- 
tian’s life, and that he often speaks of a fear of Christ.” — Schott insists, in the 
first place, that 90s be understood absolutely (without special reference to God 
as the judge) as the consciousness of liability to err, but afterwards more pre- 
cisely defines the expression as that fear which is anxious that nothing should 
happen which might cause God, as the righteous judge, to refuse the inheritance 
to him who hopes to attain it, 
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service of the Jews (Grotius).' — ratpotapaSdrov] belongs to 
the whole idea preceding: pataias tudv dvactpodfs (see 
Winer, p. 489 [E. T. 659]). Aretius explains it by innata 
nobis natura; but this is not appropriate to dvacrpodijs ; cor- 
rectly Erasmus: quam ex Patrum traditione acceperatis; Steiger: 
“by upbringing, instruction, and example” (thus also de Wette- 
Briickner, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott). This attribute emphati- 
cally shows that the pataia dvactpodgy is peculiar, not to the 
individual only, but to the whole race, and has been from 
the earliest times, and consequently is so completely master 
of the individual that he cannot free himself from it. — There 
is here no “special reference to Judaeo-Christian readers ” 
(Weiss, p. 181). 

Ver. 19. GAA Tiwiw aipate] Tywtw forms the antithesis to 
POaprois, in so far as the perishable is destitute of true worth. 
— aipatc] refers not only to the death, but to the bloody 
death of Christ; cf. Heb. ix. 22.— as ... apvod apuopov 
Kal adotitov Xpictod| ws... domidov is in antecedent 
apposition to Xpiorov (Wiesinger, de Wette-Briickner), as in 
chap. ii. 7, where likewise &s doOeveotépw oxever is in similar 
apposition to Té yuvatxeim (sc. oxever). It is incorrect to 
supply, with Steiger, Schott, and others, “aiuate” before duvod, 
taking Xpvorod either as an explanatory adjunct (Steiger), or 
connecting it directly with aipware (Schott, Hofmann). — as] 
is also here not merely comparative, as, among others, Schott 
and Hofmann hold, maintaining that “ by duvod only an actual 
lamb is meant,” but it emphasizes that Christ is a blameless 
and spotless lamb (Gerhard, de Wette-Briickner).? — duvos is, 
as Briickner also assumes, to be understood of a sacrificial lamb. 
This is clear both from the connection—since the ransom by 

1 Although paral dvaccpopn xurpoxrupddoros does not necessarily apply to the 
heathen (Schott), yet the expression more aptly characterizes their mode of life 
than the Jewish. 

2 If ds be taken as instituting a comparison, there then arises the singular 
thought, that the blood of Christ is as precious as that of a lamb without 
blemish. Hofmann, indeed, avoids this conclusion by supplying to 4s not 
ciein amass, but wiwers only, and observes that the shedding of blood alone 
(not the shedding of precious blood) is compared to the slaying of a spotless 
lamb ; but there is not the slightest justification for thus separating ui» from 
aizac, The apostle would in some way have indicated it by prefixing at least 
a simple aizars to durov. 
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the aiua of Christ (Lev. xvii. 11) is here in question—and 
from the attributes @uwpos and domos, of which the former 
is used in the O. T. expressly to denote the faultlessness of 
animals taken for sacrifice (DOM, LXX.: dpwpos),—to this 
class lambs also belonged. The precise designation: a lamb, 
was probably suggested to Peter by Isa. liii. 7 (ef. chap. 
ii. 22 ff); from this it must not, however, be inferred, with 
Weiss (p. 227 ff.) and Schott, that there is nowhere here any 
reference to the idea of sacrifice. For although the passage 
in Isaiah compares the servant of God to a lamb simply on 
account of the patience he exhibited in the midst of his 
sufferings, still it is based so wholly on the idea of sacrifice, 
and the sufferings of Christ are so expressly presented as 
propitiatory, that it is easily explainable how, with this 
passage applied to Him, Christ could have been thought of 
precisely as a sacrificial lamb. Doubtless it is not Peter's 
intention to give special prominence to the fact that Christ 
is the sacrificial lamb designated by Isaiah’s prophecy; for in 
that case the definite article would not have been wanting (cf. 
John i. 29, and Meyer im Joc.); but alluding to the above 
passage, Peter styles Him generally a lamb,—which, however, 
he conceives as a sacrificial lamb. There is no direct allu- 
sion (Wiesinger) here to the paschal lamb (de Wette-Briickner, 
Schott) ; the want of the article forbids it. Hofmann, though 
he has justly recognised this, still firmly holds by the reference 
to the paschal lamb ;—only in thus far, however, that he terms 
the slaying of it “the occurrence” which “was here present to 
the apostle’s mind.”* But the fact that the blood of this 
lamb did not serve to ransom Israel out of Egypt, but to 
preserve them from the destroying angel, is opposed to any 
such allusion. Further, it must not be left unnoticed that in 
the N. T. the paschal lamb is always styled ro wdoya; and in 
the passage treating of it in Ex. xii. in the LXX., the expres- 
sion mpo8arov only, and never dpvés, is employed. — The 

» Hofmann says: ‘‘The meaning is not, that the same was done to Christ as 
to the paschal lamb, but the recollection of the paschal lamb explains only how 
Peter came to compare the shedding of Christ’s blood with the shedding of the 
blood of a spotless lamb.””— As to whether the paschal lamb should be con- 


sidered as a sacrificial lamb (Keil on Gen. xii.) or not, is a matter of dispute, 
which cannot be decided here. 
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adjunct: @s... damidov, serves to specify particularly the 
blood of Christ as sacrificial, and not merely to give a nearer 
definition of its preciousness (the titov), inasmuch as, “ ac- 
cording to Petrine conceptions, it is precisely the innocence 
(denoted here by the two attributes) and the patience (con- 
veyed by duvés) which give to the suffering its tp)” (as 
opposed to Weiss, p. 281 f.). The preciousness of the blood 
lies in this, that it is the blood of Christ ; its redemptive 
power in this, that He shed it as a sacrificial lamb without 
blemish and fault.\— With dywwpos, ef. in addition to Lev. 
xxi. 18 ff., especially Heb. ix. 14. — domidos] is not to be 
found in the LXX. and in the N. T. only metaphorically ; the 
two expressions here conjoined are a reproduction of the D'an 
jam ) pi~da, Ley. xxii. 18 ff (Wiesinger). All the com- 
mentators construe Xpicrod with what precedes, Hofmann 
only excepted, who separates it therefrom, and connects it 
with what follows, taking Xpictod mpoeyvwopévov K.T.A. aS an 
absolute genitive (ze. “in that . .. Christ .. . was foreordained,” 
ete.). But this construction does not specify by whose blood 
the redemption was accomplished, nor does it give a clear 
logical connection between the thought of the participial and 
that of the principal clause. 


ReMARK. —It must be observed that whilst the power of 
propitiation, 2.e. of blotting out sin, is attributed to the blood of 
the sacrifice, Lev. xvi. 11, the blood of Christ is here specified 
as the means by which we are redeemed from the paraia 
évaorpoon. From this it must not be concluded, with Weiss 
(p. 279), that the blood of Christ is not regarded here as the 
blood of offering, inasmuch “as the sacrifice can have an 
expiatory, but not a redemptory worth ;”—for the two are in no 
way opposed to each other. The expiation is nothing different 
from the redemption, 7c. ransom from the guilt by the blood 
freely shed. Zhe redemption, however, which is here spoken of, 
though doubtless not identical with expiation, is yet a necessary 


1 Schott, in opposition to this, asserts : ‘‘ this blood can redeem because it is 
that of the divine Mediator (Xpwrés), but it is valuable in that it is the blood of 
an innocent Saint.” This is, however, erroneous, since this blood has power to 
redeem only, because Christ shed it as a sacrifice for propitiation. But it is not 
clear why this blood should not even have its full worth from the fact that it is 
the blood of the Mediator. 
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condition of it,—a circumstance which Pfleiderer also fails to 
observe, when he says that the passage has reference only “ to 
the putting away of a life of sin, to moral improvement, not to 
expiation of the guilt of sin.” 


Ver. 20. mpoeyvwopévov pév] is indeed not simply and at 
once: praeordinatus (Beza), but the foreknowledge of God is, 
with respect to the salvation He was to bring about, essen- 
tially a providing, cf. ver. 2: mpdyvwous. In regard to Christ 
it was provided (mpoeyvwopévov refers not directly to dpvod, 
but to Xpuorod) that He should appear (favepwhévtos dé) as 
a sacrificial lamb to redeem the world by His blood. The 
passage does not say that Christ would have appeared even 
though sin had never entered.— mpd cataBorrs Kiopov] a 
frequent designation of antemundane eternity, John xvii. 24; 
Eph. i. 4. This nearer definition specifies the sending of 
Christ as having originated in the eternal counsels of God, in 
order thus to give point to the exhortation contained in 
ver. 17.— davepwOévtos Sé] here of the first appearing of 
Christ, which in this passage is represented as an emerging 
from the obscurity in which He was (chap. v. 4, of His second 
coming); it is incorrect to refer gavepwOévTos to the 
obscurity of the divine counsels (as formerly in this com- 
mentary), since ¢avepwhévtos applies as much as mpoeyvwo- 
pévov to the person of Christ. Between the mpéyvwous and 
the davépwors lies the rpodpnrteia, ver.10. Rightly interpreted, 
favepwOévtos testifies to the pre-existence of Christ.! The 
sequence of the aorist participle on the participle rpoeyywo- 
pévov is to be explained from this, that by ¢avepwhévros an 
historical fact is mentioned. — én’ écydtov tév ypdver] 
éxyatov: a substantival use of it, “at the end of the times.” 
This €cyarov of the times is here conceived as the whole 
period extending from the first appearance of Christ to His 
second coming ; in like manner Heb. i. 1; otherwise 2 Pet. 
i. 3, where by éoyarov is meant the time as yet future, 
immediately preceding the second coming of Christ; in like 


* Schmid rightly says (bibl. Theol. II. p. 165): ‘‘ xposyvwouévov does not deny 
the actual pre-existence, because Xporod includes a designation which is not 
yet realized in the actual pre-existence, but will be so only in virtue of the 
Qavepwbjves,” 
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manner 1 Pet. i, 5..— Note the antithesis: zpo xataB. «x. 
and ém’ éoydrou t. xp.: beginning and end united in Christ. 
— 6’ tpéas] refers in the first instance to the readers, but 
embraces at the same time all éxAexro/. Believers are the aim 
of all God’s schemes of salvation ; what an appeal to them to 
walk év $08 tov ths wapoixias ypdvov! There is as little 
here to indicate any reference to the heathen (Hofmann) as 
there was in eis duds, ver. 10. 

Ver. 21. rods ov’ adtod (i.e. Xpictod) muctevovtas (or muo- 
Tovs) eis Oeov] Tovs: the same clausal connection as in vv. 4 
and 5.—The construction wictevew es is very frequent in the 
N. T., especially in John; Christ is for the most part named 
as the object; God, as here, in John xii. 44, xiv. 1.—This 
adjunct, by giving prominence to the fact that the readers are 
brought to faith in God by Christ, confirms the thought 
previously expressed by &@ tyas.? Nor should it ever have 
been denied that by it the readers may be recognised as 
having been heathens formerly.— tov éyeipavta avtov éx 
vexpav Kat Sd€av avt@ Sovta]*® not subjoined aimlessly as 
an accidental predicate applied by the apostle to God; but, 
closely linked on to Qeov, the words serve to describe Oecov 
more nearly as the object of the Christian faith. The conviction 
that God has raised and glorified Christ the Crucified belongs 
essentially to the Christian faith in God; with the first half of 
this clause, cf. Rom. iv. 24, viii. 11; 2 Cor. iv. 14; Gali. 1; 
with the second, John xvii. 5, 22; and with the whole 
thought, Eph. i. 20; Acts ii, 32 f. This adjunct, defining 
Ocov more nearly, is not meant to declare “ how far Christ by 
His revelation has produced faith in God” (Wiesinger),—the 


1 It is indeed correct that, as Schott says, the end of the times is so, through 
the manifestation of Christ ; but it is an arbitrary assertion to say that éx/ serves 
to give more prominence and precision to this thought. 

2 Hofmann : ‘‘ The assertion that Christ was foreordained and made manifest 
for their sake is actually justified in this, that they have faith in God through 
Him.” 

3 Weiss (p. 248) lays stress on d4vra in order to prove the low plane of Peter’s 
conception of the person of Christ ; yet Christ also says in the Gospel of John, 
that God had given Him fw%, xplois, Uovola dons cupxis, dou, etc. Paul, too, 
asserts that God exalted Christ and gifted Him (ixcuploare) with the @voua x2 
bartp xiy dvoua ; there is a similar passage too in Hebrews, that God has appointed 
or made Him xAnpivomos rdvrwy, 
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whole structure of the clause is opposed to this,—but what is 
the faith to which through Christ the readers have attained. 
— ote] not: wa (Oecumenius, Luther: “in order that ;” 
thus also the Syr., Vulg., Beza, etc.), nor is it: itaque, as if a 
“Sel” or a “yp” were to be supplied to eévas (Aretius); but: 
“ so that,’ it denotes the fruit which faith in God, who raised up 
Christ from the dead, has brought forth in the readers, which 
supplies the confirmation that Christ has appeared for their 
sake (8¢ avtovs). — THv Tictw tpov Kal édrrrida eivat eis Ocov| 
Most interpreters translate: “so that your faith and your 
hope are directed to God;” Weiss, on the other hand (p. 43), 
Briickner, Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann, take it: “so that 
your faith is at the same time hope toward God.” The 
position of the words seems to favour this last translation, 
since the genitive dju@y stands between the two substantives, 
whilst otherwise either tua thy miotw Kal édrida (or THY 
tev miot.), cf Rom. i. 20, Phil. i. 25, 1 Thess. ii. 12, or 
THY wT. K. ed. vwov, cf. Phil. i, 20, 1 Thess. iii. 7, would 
have been expected ;—but this is not decisive, inasmuch as 
in Eph. iii, 5 tots dylow arocrddos avtod Kal mpodr- 
Tats occurs. On the other hand, the connection of thought 
gives the preference to the latter view; for,in the former case, 
not only is it noticeable that “the result is exactly the same 
as that denoted by tov’s auotovs” (Weiss), but in it édrida 
seems to be nothing more than an accidental appendage, 
whilst in reality it is the point aimed at in the whole 
deduction ; that is to say, the truth and livingness of faith 
(in the resurrection and glorification of Christ) are manifested 
in this, that it is also an hope; cf. vv. 3, 6,9, 13.2 Schott is 
wrong in thinking that e’s @eov has reference not only to 
éedrida, but at the same time to rv wiotw; for though by 
miatts here only riotis eis Oeov can be understood, yet it is 
grammatically impossible to connect the final e’s Oeov, which 
is closely linked on to éAmiéa, likewise with tHv riotw tpdr. 
—The object of hope is specified in the words Tov éyelpavta 
avTov «.7.r.; it is the resurrection and attainment of the 
S0£a which is given to Christ; cf. Rom. viii. 11, 17. 


1 Weiss is wrong in saying that, according to Peter’s view, faith is but the 
preparatory step to hope, since it rather includes the latter. 
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Ver. 22. From ver. 22 to ver. 25. the third exhortation, 
and its subject is love one of another. Gerhard incorrectly 
joins this verse with verse 17, and regards vy. 18-21 as a 
parenthesis. — tas wuxas tuav ayvixotes] The participle does 
not here express the accomplished act as the basis of the 
exhortation, as if it were: “after that ye, or since ye, have 
purified” (Bengel, Wiesinger), but it stands closely linked 
on to the imperative, and denotes the duty which must ever 
be fulfilled (hence the perf.) if the dyardv is to be realized 
(de Wette-Briickner, Schott, Fronmiiller);” Luther inexactly : 
“make chaste ... and,” etc.—dyvifew, a religious idea denoting 
in the first instance the outward, and afterwards the inward 
consecration and sanctifying also (cf. John xi. 55; Acts xxi. 
24, 26, xxiv. 18); in passages too, as here, where it expresses 
moral cleansing from all impurity (here more especially from 
selfishness), it does not lose its religious significance ; cf. 


» 


Jas. iv. 8; 1 John iii, 3.2—&v 79 braxog tis adnOeias] 
9 adnOeva is the truth revealed and expressed in the gospel 
in all its fulness. Calvin’s limitation of the idea is arbitrary: 
veritatem accipit pro regula, quam nobis Dominus in evan- 
gelio praescribit.— t7raxoy}, not “faith” (Wiesinger), but 


1 Hofmann, without any sufficient reason, supposes the third exhortation to 
begin with ver. 18, although the amplifications contained in vv. 18-21 serve 
eminently to inculcate the preceding exhortation. The expression ¢idérzs can 
be joined either with a preceding or a subsequent idea, yet it must be observed 
that in the N. T. the first combination is more frequent than the second, and 
that in the latter case <idcres is always accompanied by a particle, by which it is 
marked as the first word of a subsequent set of phrases; Hofmann altogether 
overlooks this. Here undoubtedly z«/ would have been prefixed to <idores. 

2 Hofmann declares himself opposed to both of these interpretations, or rather 
he seeks to unite them after a fashion, by assuming that the participial clause 
partakes of the imperative tone of the principal clause. He likewise charac- 
terizes personal purification, presupposed by that love which is ever and anon 
manifested, as that which should have been accomplished once for all (as if it 
were possible to command that something should have taken place) ; he then adds 
that he who has not yet dedicated his soul to brotherly love must do so still (!). 

3 Schott leaves this religious reference entirely unnoticed. He states that the 
original meaning of the word éyvss, ‘‘is that purity of mind which regards one 
thing only as the foundation and aim of all practical life—the truly moral.” 
Cremer, too, thinks that although originally it had the religious sense ‘‘to 
dedicate,” it is (John xi. 55, Acts xxi. 24, 26, xxiv. 18 excepted) as a term. techn. 
foreign to the N. T., and is here only equal to ‘‘to purify,” ‘‘to cleanse” (with- 
out the secondary meaning “‘ to dedicate”). 
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“obedience.” The genitive is not the gen. subj.: “the 
obedience which the truth begets,’ but the gen. obj.: 
“obedience to the truth.” This taxon, however, consists 
in believing what the truth proclaims, and>in_performing 
what it requires (thus Weiss also).—The preposition év 
exhibits d7raxoyn as the element in which the Christian must 
move in order to procure the sanctification of his soul. — 
If the reading ova mvevuatos be adopted, the wvedua is not 
the human spirit, but the Spirit of God; Luther incorrectly : 
that the apostle here means to observe that the word of God 
must not only be heard and read, but be laid hold of with the 
leart. — eis pidaderdiay avuToxpitov] does not belong to the 
ayarnoate following, either as denoting the terminus of love, 
and the sense being: diligite vos in fraternam caritatem, 2. 
in unum corpus fraternae caritatis; or as: dva (Oecumenius), 
and thus pointing out the “agency by which;” nor, finally, is 
it embatic: ita ut omnibus manifestum fiat, vos esse invicem 
fratres (Gerhard) ;—but it is to be taken in conjunction with 
Hyvixores, and specifies the aim towards which the dyvifeww is 
to be directed. Sanctification towards love, by the putting away 
of all selfishness, must ever precede love itself—¢ir.aderdia] 
love of the brethren peculiar to Christians, cf. 2 Pet. i. 7; 
tom. xii. 9,10; 1 Thess. iv. 9—With dvurdxputos, cf. 1 John 
ill. 18, where true unfeigned love is described.—é« (xa@apas) 
xapodias] is not to be joined with what precedes,—it being thus 
a. somewhat cumbrous adjunct,—but with what follows, setting 
forth in relief an essential element of love; with the expres- 
sion é« xapdias, cf. Rom. vi. 17; Matt. xviii. 35 (amo 
TOV KapdLov vudv); on the Rec. é« Kabapas Kapdias, see 
1 Tim, i. 5.1 — adAnrdous ayarnoate éxtevds] dyaray is not 


} This participial clause joins itself naturally with what precedes, and is not, 
with Hofmann, to be taken with what follows (chap. ii. 1); daodéuevor, as 
ody Shows, begins a new sentence. The connection proposed by Hofmann would 
give rise to a very clumsy phraseology. Were it true that regeneration has 
nothing to do with brotherly love, then of course neither has it anything to do 
with the laying aside of those lusts which are opposed to love, spoken of in 
chap. ii. 1. Hofmann says, indeed, that ii. 1 describes the contraries of axaérns 
(childlike simplicity), not of g:awdagia ; but is not the opposite of the one the 
opposite of the other also? The construction in Rom. xiii. 11 ff. is only in 
appearance similar to that which Hofmann understands as occurring here. 
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to be limited, as Wiesinger proposes, “to the manifestation of 
love in act;” the passages, chap. iv. 8, 1 John iii. 18, do not 
justify this limitation. — éxrevas, “with strained energies ;” it 
denotes here “ the persevering intensity of love” (in like manner 
Weiss, p. 336; Fronmiiller, Hofmann); Luther translates 
“ardently ;” Schott without any reason asserts that in all the 
N. T. passages the word is used only in the temporal sense of 
duration, and therefore is so to be taken here; Luke xxii. 24, 
Acts xii. 5, xxvi. 7, 1 Pet. iv. 8, are evidence not for, but 
against Schott’s assertion. The chief emphasis lies _not_on ° 
ayarnoare,( (but] on « €x (Kka0apas) Kapdias and éxtevas. 

Ver, 23. avaryeyevunpévor] gives the ground of the preceding 
exhortation, by referring to the regeneration from incorruptible 
seed already accomplished, which, as it alone renders the 
ayaray éxtevas possible, also demands it. Luther: “ as those 
who are born afresh;” cf. 1 Johniv. 7,v. 1. This regeneration 
is described, as to the origin of it, by the words which follow, 
and withal in such a way that here, as in ver. 18, the posi- 
tion is strengthened by placing the negation first. — ov« éx 
oTopas pUaptis, addka apOaptov] oropa, strictly, “ the 
sowing, the begetting,” is not here used with this active force 
(Aretius: satio incorrupta h. e. regeneratio ad vitam aeternam. 
Fronmiiller: “the energizing principle of the Holy Spirit ”), 
but it is “ seed,’ because, as de Wette says, the epithet 
suggests the idea of a substance. By omopa pOapty is 
to be understood not the semen frugum, but the semen 
humanum (de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott, Hofmann) ; 
ef. John i. 13. The question arises, in what relation do 
éx omropas adOaprov and dia doyou stand to one another ? 
The direct connection of the figurative expression (c7ropd) 
with the literal (Adyos), and the correspondence which evi- 
dently exists between d@dptov and favTos Kx. pévovtos, do 
not allow of the two ideas being considered as different, nor of 
omopa being taken to denote the “ Holy Spirit” (de Wette- 
Briickner). On the other hand, the difference of the preposi- 
tions points to a distinction to which, from the fact that o7opa 
is a figurative, Noyes a real appellative (Gerhard, Weiss, Schott’), 

1 Weiss is of opinion that, as an explanation of the metaphor, 2 only can be 
employed with aéyos, not ’x, which belongs exclusively to the figure. This is, 

1 PETER. G 
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justice has not yet been done. The use of the two prepo- 
sitions is to be understood by supposing a different rela- 
tion of the same thing (of the Adyos) to the regeneration ; in é& 
we have its point of departure, and not merely its “ originating 
cause” (Hofmann); we have the word of God looked upon as 
the principle implanted in man working newness of life (0 Noyos 
éuputos, Jas. i. 21); dvd, on the other hand, points to the 
outward instrumentality by which the new life is effected. — 
dua Aoyou Cavtos Oeod Kat pévovtos| refers back to ver. 22: 
év TH UTaKkon THS adn. ; the Christian is laid under obligation 
to continued sanctification év v7. Tr. ad., inasmuch as he has been 
begotten again to newness of being, by the word of God, a. the 
word of truth. — Aoyos Oeod is every word of divine revelation ; 
here especially the word which, originating in God, proclaims 
Christ, 7c. the gospel. Schwenkfeld erroneously understands 
by it the Johannine Logos, which, indeed, even Didymus had 
considered possible-——On the construction of the adj. Gavros 
and pévovtos, Calvin says: possumus legere tam sermonem 
viventem Dei, quam Dei viventis; he himself prefers the 
second combination ; thus also Vule., Oecum., Beza, Hensler, 
Jachmann, etc. Most interpreters give preference, and 
with justice, to the jirst, for which are decisive both the 
contents of the following verses, in which the emphasis is 
laid, not on the abiding nature of God, but of the word of 
God, and the position of the words— otherwise Gévrtos, on 
account of the subsequent cai pévovtos, must have stood after 
Ocod. The superaddition of peévovros arises from the circum- 
stance that this attribute is deduced from the previous one, 
and is brought in so as to prepare the way for the passage of 
Scripture (ver. 25: péver) (de Wette*). The characteristics 


however, incorrect ; 2 would doubtless not have been suited to cxopé, but zx 
might very well have been used with aédyou (cf. John iii, 5), indeed, must have 
been so if the Aéyos itself were regarded as sxopé, The two prepositions express, 
each of them, a different relation. 

* Also in the passages quoted by Hofmann, John i. 18, iii. 5, Matt. i. 18, ix 
indicates more than a mere causal action. 

* Hofmann strangely enough explains the position of sd by assuming it to 
be placed as an apposition between the two predicates to which it serves as 
basis ; he accordingly thinks the words should be written thus : 3% adyou Carros, 
Ozod, xed wivoveos (1). 
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specified by these attributes are applicable to the word of 
God, not in its form, but in its inner substance. It is living 
in essence as in effect, and it is enduring, not only in that its 
results are eternal, but because itself never perishes. If the 
subjoined eds tov aidva be spurious, then without it the pévew 
must not be limited to the present life." 

Vy. 24, 25. Quotation from Isa. xl. 6, 8, slightly altered 
from the LXX. in order to confirm the eternal endurance of 
the word by a passage from the Old Testament.’ — &670, as in 
ver. 16; the passage here quoted not only confirms the idea 
pevovtos, but it gives the reason why the new birth has taken ¥ 
place through the living and abiding word of God (so, too, Hofm.). y 
The reason is this, that it may be a birth into life that passes 
not away. — traca capE] tc. Tas avOpwros ; caro | 
naturae indicat (Aretius) ; not “all creature existence,” embrac- 
ing both stones and plants, etc. (Schott), for of a plant it cannot 
be said that it is as ydptos.— as yoptos] is to be found 
neither in the Hebrew text nor in the LXX. — kal waca d0€a 
avThs| instead of adris, the LXX. has avOpw7rov ; in Hebrew, 
Dn. Incorrectly Vorstius: Ap. nomine carnis et gloriae ejus 
intelligit praecipue legem Mosis et doctrinas hominum ; Calvin 
again rightly: omne id quod in rebus humanis magnificum 
dicitur. — éEnpavOn 6 yoptos x.7.r. gives the point of com- 
parison, that wherein the odp& and its d0fa resemble the 
xopTtos and its avOos; but it does not emphatically assert that 
“the relation of the flesh to its glory in point of nothingness 
is quite the same as that of the grass in its bloom” (Schott). — 
Kal To avOos avtod é&émece| avrod, if it be the true reading, is 


1 The word, as the revelation of the Spirit, is eternal, although changeable, 
according to its form ; to the word also applies what Paul says, 1 Cor. xv. 54: 
this corruptible shall put on incorruption, and this mortal shall put on immor- 
tality. Luther admirably says: ‘‘The word is an eternal, divine power. For 
although voice and speech pass away, the kernel remains, i.e. the understanding, 
the truth which the voice contained. Just as, when I put to my lips a cup 
which contains wine, I drink the wine, although I thrust not the cup down my 
throat. Thus it is with the word which the voice utters; it drops into the 
heart and becomes living, although the voice remains outside and passes away. 
Therefore it is indeed a divine power, it is God Himself.” 

2 The context in no way indicates that the apostle had particularly desired 
to make emphatic ‘‘ that natural nationalities, with all their glory, form but 
a tie for these earthly periods of time” (Schott). 
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an addition made by Peter, for it is to be found neither in the 
LXX. nor in the Hebrew text. By the preterites eEnpavOny 
and é€&émece the transitoriness is more strongly marked ; ctf 
Jas. i. 11, v. 2.— Ver. 25. Instead of «upiov, the LXX. have 
Tov Oeovd Huor, TON, xupiov can hardly have been written 
on purpose by Peter “because he had in his mind Christ’s 
word” (Luthardt). James refers to the same passage here 
cited by Peter, without, however, quoting it verbatim. — In 
the following words the apostle makes the application: toro 
dé éotiv] TovTo is not used “ substantively here,” as the pre- 
dicate of the sentence equal to: that is; ae. eternally abiding 
word of God is the word of God preached among you (Schott) ; 

but it refers back simply to the preceding To pyya Kupiov, 
and is equivalent to: this word, of which it is said that it 
remaineth for ever, is the word which has been preached 
among you.— 76 phua To evayyedtobev] Periphrasis for the 
gospel. In the O. T. it denotes the word of promise, here the 
gospel. Peter identifies them with each other, as indeed in 
their inmost nature they are one, containing the one eternal 
purpose of God for the redemption of the world, distinguished 
only according to different degrees of development. — eds tuas| 
i.¢. buty ; in the expression here used, however, the reference to 
the hearers comes more distinctly into prominence ; cf. 1 Thess. 
ii. 9, and Liinemann in Joc.—In the last words Peter has 
spoken of the gospel preached to the churches to which he 
writes, as the word of God, by which his readers are begotten 
again of the incorruptible seed of divine life, so that, as such, 
in obedience to the truth thus communicated to them, they 
must sanctify themselves to unfeigned love of the brethren. 
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Ver. 1. Instead of trozpicus, B reads ixézpsow; correction after the 
preceding 662.07, with which it is in signification closely linked 
on. In like manner the reading réeayv xaruradiay, & (pr.m.), 
for racus xuru?.u7.ius,is to be taken as an alteration. In A, some 
vss. réeus 1s wanting before zaraiarjas; it could easily have 
fallen aside, inasmuch as the two preceding words are without 
adjectives. — Ver. 2. After «i£n6%rz, most codd. (A BC K P 8, al.) 
etc. read : eig cwrnpiny (accepted by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.). 
The adjunct is wanting in the ec. (after L and several min.) ; 
tt may be omitted, inasmuch as an adjunct of this kind is not 
necessary to the words: 4 airs wiEnbjrz. — Ver. 3. The Rec. eizep, 
after C K L P, al., Vulg. (si tamen), is retained by Tisch. 7; 
on the other hand, Tisch. 8 and Lachm. have adopted the 
simple «7. This is supported by A B® (m. pr. C has corrected 
simp), Cyr. Clem. The fec. seems to have made the alteration 
for the sake of the sense.— Ver.5. Instead of oizod0u2700¢ (Tisch. 7), 
A** C &, several min. Vulg. Cyr. read éromodoueiede (Tisch. 8), 
which, however, seems to be a correction after Eph. 1. 20. — 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read the prep. zis between ofzos rveuwurinés 
and isparua dy, after A BC ® 5, al., several vss. and K V. 
The common reading is supported by K L P, many min., Vulg., 
other versions, Clem. etc.; Tisch. 7 has retained it; de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Schott, Reiche have in lke manner declared them- 
selves in favour of the Zc. ; de Wette speaks of the interpola- 
tion of «is “as facilitating a transition, otherwise abrupt, to 
another conception ;” on the other hand, Briickner aud Hof- 
mann prefer the other reading, which is attested by weightier 
witnesses. The </; may be omitted, inasmuch as the thought 
might seem inappropriate that an ofzo; should be built up to an 
isparevna.—re before @z% is doubtful; for it are L P, etc.; against, 
ABCxs,a/. Lachm. and Tisch. have doubtless correctly omitted 
it.— Ver. 6. G71] with Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. etc., 
according to almost all the authorities instead of the Kee. 61) x«/, 
which is to be found only in min. and in Orig. — év r% ypag7 Rec., 
after K L P, several min. etc.; Tisch. reads, after A B & 38,73: 
év yeugy,; Lachm. has adopted 4 ypae7, which is found in C, several 
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min. Vulg. Hier. Aug. This last reading seems, however, to be 
only a correction, in order to avoid the “difficulty which lies i in 
connecting the verb meplercel with é (r%) yea. — Instead of én’ 
aire, ® : (pr. m.) has é¢7 awtrév, which is not supported by other 
witnesses. — Ver. 7. Instead of the dzebotav of the Rec., after 
A K LP, ete. (Tisch. 7, Lachm. Buttm.), Tisch. 8, after B 
Cr, al., has adopted daorctov. Perhaps the Rec. is a cor- 
rection after ver. 8.— Aidov] Rec. after C*¥* K L P® (pr. m.), 
al., Thph. — Retained by Tisch.; in its stead Lachm. has /60¢ ; 
this reading is found in A B C* several min. Oec. Since in 
Greek it is by no means uncommon that the substantive is often 
put in the same case as the relative which it precedes, A/dov need 
occasion no surprise; as in addition to this, A/éoy is found in 
the LXX., ‘dog seems to have been the original reading, which 
became changed into 7/0y, following the LXX. and the common 
usage in Greek.—— The words Aflog . . . yuvias xaé are wanting 
in the Syr. ver.; Grotius, Mill, Semler, Hottinger, therefore 
consider them spurious, for which, nevertheless, sufficient justi- 
fication is wanting.— Ver. 11. aviyeodas| Rec. after B Ks, 
several min. vss.and K V; retained by Lachm. and Tisch., whilst 
A CL P, several min. read ézéyeode, which Buttm. has adopted ; 
see on this the commentary; Lachm. adds izés, after the Vule., 
as Tisch. remarks: ex errore de C.— Ver. 12. Instead of 
exomrevoavres, ec, after A K L P, al., érorredovres must be 
read, with Lachm. and Tisch., after B Cx, a/., Thph. Oec.; on 
account of the dofécwow following, the present could easily have 
been changed into the aorist.— Ver. 13. isoréyyre ody] Lachm. 
‘and Tisch. 8 omit oi, after A BC x, al. Didy. Cassiod.; ody 
(Tisch. 7) is supported only by K L P, many min. etc.; it is 
possible that oiy was interpolated in order to obtain a firmer 
connection of thought. In Cod.& (pr. m.) adpuzivg is wanting, 
but is supported by almost all witnesses. — Ver. 14. The Rec., 

following C and several muin., retains wéy after éxd/xnow, which 
had been rightly rejected already by Griesbach.— Ver. 18. 
s has after deorérass the pron. iwav. — Ver. 19. Different adjuncts 
to xaprs are found in different codd., as @z0d, ©2%, tupa Osh, rupee 
7 @:@, which have been all interpolated later, in order to define 
the idea more precisely. — Several min. and C have, instead of 
suveldnow Ozod: ovvetdnow a&yadqy; in A* both readings are combined: 

ouvelonow Ogov ayadny. Verma On ene ice: hee TOUTO XK GpIS ; 
this reading Tisch. 8 has retained, as he asserts, following B 
C.K Bos, ~ etic. ; on the other hand, Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. rd 
read retro yap sire after A. According to Buttm., this reading 
is found also in B (s ‘). —Ver, 21. The codices vary between 
the fvec. (ed. Elzev.) imp iuav, wut, which is found in A B, 
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Cx, several min. Oec. Amb. etc. (Lachm. Tisch. 8); imp judy, 
wiv in K L P, al., Slav. Vulg. Cyr. etc. (Scholz, Tisch. 7, Reiche), 
and istp ju», jut in several min. etc. (Rec.). Tisch. remarks: 
nil probabilius quam 7% gu in caussa fuisse, cur bis ab aliis 
iu ab aliis ju scriberetur. Quod tota oratio ad lectores inci- 
tandos instituta est, id emendatori magis ju% quam 77 com- 
mendabat. According to almost all the authorities, iui is the 
original reading; it is possible that in accordance with it judy» 
was changed into duéy; it is also possible that the application 
of Xp. ¢raéev to the readers alone seemed inappropriate to the 
copyist, and that he changed tua into 7%. Wiesinger, Schott, 
and Hofm. hold 7%», and Briickner iuzéy, to be the original 
reading ; the weightiest authorities decide for juév.—w reads 
axédavey instead of éradev, supported by general testimony, and 
in ver. 25, éAodépe (pr. m.) instead of dyrerorddper.— Ver. 24. The 
aired after wdérwa: (Rec.) is supported only by LP ® (pr. m.) 
40, al., Thph. Oec., whilst A BC K have it not; Lachm. has 
accordingly omitted it, whilst Tisch., on the other hand, has 
retained it. Although airod is in itself the more difficult, still, 
on account of the preponderating evidence against it, it can 
hardly be regarded as the original reading; its addition can be 
explained also partly from the endeavour to form this relative 
clause as similarly as possible to the preceding ts... airs, 
partly from the circumstance that it is to be found in Isa. liii. 5, 
LXX.; although Tisch. says: ob . . . wirod emendatori deberi 
incredibile est ; nec magis credibile wirod ex LXX. inlatum esse 
servato Inepte od. Wiesinger, Briickner, Schott, Hofm. hold 
aiz03 to be original. — Ver. 25. riruvwimea] Rec, after C K 
L P, ete., Thph. Oec.; on the other hand, Lachm. and Tisch., 
following A Bx, etc., Tol. Harl. Fulg. have adopted rravaéwevor, 
which is probably the original reading; the change into rrureieva. 
was very natural on account of the zpé8ara immediately pre- 
ceding. 


Vv. 1, 2. aoepevor odv . . . érumo@yj cate] The admonition 
which commences here stands, as ovv shows, in close connection 
with what precedes; in ver. 22 the apostle had exhorted to 
unfeigned love one of another, which love he shows to be con- 
ditioned by dyvifew ev 7h bmaxoh THs GhynOeias, and grounded 
on avayeyevynpévov eivas; from this deducing the dzrorifecOa 
macav Kaxiay «.T.r., he now exhorts émemoetv 76 NoyiKov yada. 
The apostle’s intention, explaining at once the connection of 
this with the foregoing admonition, and the relation in which 
the thought of the participial clause dwoOéuevor stands to that 
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of the imperative éro@jcare, is that the Christians should 
show themselves réxva trraxofs (i. 14), not each for himself, 
but united together, an olxos mvevwatixds (ver. 5), yévos 
éxdexTov «.7.r. (ver. 9). Schott acknowledges this reference 
(unjustifiably denied by Hofmann) to the unity of the church ; 
it explains why the apostle mentions those sins only which 
stand in direct antagonism to the ¢iradeAgpia avuToxKpstos 
(i. 22). The participle amo@éuevor stands to ériuro@joate in 
the same relation as avafwodpevor to €X7IcaTe in chap. 1. 13 ; 
it is therefore then not equal to postquam deposuistis, but 
expresses the continued purification of the Christian; comp. 
Eph. iv. 22; Heb. xii. 1; specially also Col. ili, 8; and for 
the whole passage, Jas. i. 21.— wa@cav xaxiay x.7.X.] Calvin: 
non est integra omnium enumeratio quae deponi a nobis 
oportet, sed cum de veteri homine disputant Apostoli, quae- 
dam vitia praeponunt in exemplum, quibus illius ingenium 
designant. «xaxia means here, as in Col. iii. 8, not generally : 
“ wickedness,” but specially “ malice,’ nocendi cupiditas (Hem- 
ming). wdacav denotes the whole compass of the idea: “ every 
kind of malice.” The same is implied by the plural form in 
the words following dzroxpicers, ete. ; in Tacas KaTadanias both 
are combined. The same and similar ideas to those here 
expressed are to be found conjoined elsewhere in the N. T.; 
comp. Rom. i. 29, 30. “ The admonitions which follow are 
in essential connection with this comprehensive exhortation ; 
comp. chap. 1. 22 ff; especially chaps. in. 8 ff, iv. 8 ff, v. 2 ff” 
(Wiesinger). For the force of the separate terms, comp. 
Lexicon. Augustin: malitia maculo delectatur alieno ; invidia 
bono cruciatur alieno; dolus duplicat cor; adulatio duplicat 
linguam ; detrectatio vulnerat famam.— xataXada occurs only 
here and in 2 Cor. xii. 20; in the classics the verb is to be 
found, never the subst.— Ver. 2. @s aptuyévynta Bpédy] is 
not to be connected with doGéuevos, but with what follows. 
It does not mark the childlike nature of the Christians, but, in 
view of the goal of manhood yet afar off, is meant (referring 
to 1. 23: dvayeyevynuévor) to designate the readers as those 
who had but recently been born again." In Bengel’s interpre- 


‘It must be observed that the expression was used by the Jews also to 
designate the proselytes ; corroborating passages in Wetstein én loc. 
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tation: denotatur prima aetas ecclesiae N. T., a false reference 
is given to the expression. The particle os is not here either 
used with a comparative force only; comp. chap. i. 14.— 
TO NoyiKdv adorov yada émiToOjcate] yada is not here 
contrasted with Bpaya, as in 1 Cor. iii. 2, or with orepea 
tpopy, as in Heb. v. 12; but it denotes the word of God, in 
that it by its indwelling strength nourishes the soul of man. 
The term yadda, as applied by the apostle, is to be explained 
simply from the reference to dptuyévynta Bpépn (Wiesinger, 
Schott, Hofmann). This view results quite naturally from the 
comparison with chap. i. 22, 23. If Peter had intended to 
convey any other meaning, he would have indicated it so as 
to have been understood." — Aoyixdv] does not state an attri- 
bute of evangelical doctrine: “rational;” Gualther: quod 
tradit rationem vere credendi et vivendi, nor even in the 
sense that this (with Smaleius in Calov.) might be inferred: 
nihil credendum esse quod ratione adversetur ; but it is added 
in order to mark the figurative nature of the expression yada 
(to which it stands related similarly as in chap. i. 13: tis 
Ovav. vp. to Tas dodvas), so that by it this milk is charac- 
terized as a spiritual nourishment. Luther: “ spiritual, what 
is drawn in by the soul, what the heart must seek;” thus, too, 
Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner, Fronmiiller, Hofmann. It has 
here the same signification as in Rom. xii. 1, where it does not 
mean “rational” as contrasted with what is external (de Wette). 
The interpretation on which Aoyxov yada is taken as equal 
_ to yada Tod Aoyou, lac verbale, is opposed to the usus loquendi 
(it is supported by Beza, Gerhard, Calov., Hornejus, Bengel, 
Wolf, and others). Nor less so is the suggestion of Weiss 
(p. 187), that by “ Xoysxov is to be understood that which pro- 
ceeds from the Aoyos (i.e. Word) ;” thus yada Aoyxov would be 


1 Calvin understands yéa« to mean: vitae ratio quae novam genituram sapiat ; 
Hemming : consentanea simplici infantiae vivendi ratio ; Cornelius a Lapide : 
symbolum candoris, sinceritatis et benevolentiae. All these interpretations are 
contradicted by the fact that yz2« is not a condition of life, but means of nowrish- 
ment. It is altogether arbitrary to explain yéa« to be the Lord’s Supper (Estius, 
Turrianus, Salmeron), or as meaning Christ as the incarnate Logos (Clemens Al. 
in Paedag. i. c. 6; Augustin in Vract. iii. in 1 Hp. John); Weiss, too, is mis- 
taken when he says: ‘‘ the nourishment of the new-born child of God is Christ 
Himself, who is preached and revealed in the word.” 
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the verbal milk of doctrine.’ The second adjective: adoAov 
(dar. Ney.), strictly “ without guile,” then “ pure, unadulterated,” 
is not meant to give prominence to the idea that the Christians 
should strive to obtain the pure gospel, unadulterated by 
heretical doctrines of man, but it specifies purity as a quality 
belonging to the gospel (Wiesinger, Schott).? It is, besides, 
applicable, strictly speaking, not to the figurative yada, but 
only to the word of God thereby denoted (Schott).’ — ému- 
ToOjcate] expresses a strong, lively desire, Phil. 1.26. Wolf: 
Ap. alludit ad infantes, quos sponte sua et impetu quodam 
naturali in lac maternum ferri constat. The conjecture of 
Grotius: ésuorifete, is quite unnecessary. — wa év adT@ 
avénOfre] iva, not éxBatixas, but TeAcKos ; it states the pur- 
pose of the émuroOjcate. év is more significant than dud, 
equivalent to “in its power.’ The verb av&Ojre, used in 
connection with aptuyevy. Bpédy, denotes the ever further 
development and strengthening of the new life. Although 
the aim which the apostle has in view in his exhortation is to 
mark the destination of Christians to be an ofxos mvevpatixes, 
still it is incorrect to affirm that av&@jre has reference, not 
to the growth of the individual, hut (with Schott) only to the 
transforming of the church as such, “to the conception of a 
building which is being carried up higher and _ higher to its 
completion.” Apart from the fact that av&dveoPar plainly 
refers back to apty. Bpédn, and is not equivalent to “to be 
built up,’ it must be remarked that the church can become 
what it should be only by individual members growing 
up each of them ever more and more to the avip téXetos. 
— «is owrtnpiav|] omitted in the Rec, states the final 
aim of all Christian growth. Schott’s explanation, that by 
cwtypia “ the final glorious transfiguration of the church” 
is meant, is only a consequence of his erroneous -and one- 


1 Besides, how does this agree with Weiss’s opinion, that yéa« means Christ 
Himself? The verbal Christ ? ! 

2 Wolf: lac #d0r0v ideo appellari puto, ut indicetur, operam dandam esse, ne 
illud traditionibus humanis per zamndcvovrus rev Adyov, 2 Cor. ii. 17, corruptum 
hauriatur. 

3 Hofmann rightly observes: ‘‘ What tends to the Christian’s growth may be 
compared to the pure milk which makes the child to thrive at its mother’s breast, 
and therefore it is termed +0 Aoyindy ddoroy yarn,” 
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sided reference of the apostle’s exhortation to the church as 
such. 

Ver. 3. et [elrep] eyedoacOe, ors «.7.A.] Based on the Old 
Testament passage, Ps. xxxiv. 9: yevoacOe Kat Sere, Ste 
xXpneTos o Kvptos; the words cat iSere are omitted, not being 
suitable to the figure ydda. — et is here, as in ver. 17, hypo- 
thetical indeed: “if,” but it does not express a doubt; thus 
Gerhard correctly explains e/7ep: non est dubitantis, sed sup- 
ponentis, quod factum sit. Comp. Rom. viii. 9; 2 Thess. i. 6. 
— yevouat is used here of inward experience, comp. Heb. 
vi. 4, 5; it alludes to the figurative yada, inasmuch as the 
Christian tastes, as it were, of the kindness of the Lord in the 
spiritual milk tendered to him. The apostle takes for granted 
that the Christians had already made inward experience of the 
goodness of their Lord («dpzos; in the Psalms, God ; here, Christ), 
not merely in the instruction which preceded baptism, or in 
baptism itself (Lorinus), or cum fidem evangelii susceperunt 
(Hornejus), but generally during their life as Christians; as 
the new-born child, not once only, but ever anew refreshes 
itself on the nourishment offered by a mother’s love. With 
such experience, it is natural that believers should ever afresh 
be eager for the spiritual nourishment, in the. imparting of 
which the ypyorétns of the Lord is manifested: nam gustus 
provocat appetitum (Lorinus).’ — é7v, not equal to quam 
(Grotius), but: “ that.” — ypnoros, “ kind, gracious,’ not 
exactly suavis (Grotius: ut a gustu sumta translatio melius 
procedat); in this sense it would be more applicable to 
yara than to «vpsos.— Several interpreters assume that in 
xpnotos Peter plays upon the word Xpiords ; but this is more 
than improbable. 

Vv. 4, 5. The structure of this new exhortation is similar 
to that of the previous sentence, to which it belongs in thought, 
externally (6v) as internally, inasmuch as the imperative 
(oixodopetaGe) is preceded by a participle (rpocepyopevor), and 

1 Schott insists ‘‘ that the apostle is not here anxious about the readers’ desire 
in general for the word, but that such desire should be combined with the pur- 
pose of finally attaining salvation.” Butis there anywhere a desire after the word 
of God without such intent ’—Nothing in the context indicates that that in which 


the ypuecdrns of the Lord is manifested is ‘‘ those rare moments of heavenly joy 
in which this life is a foretaste of eternal glory” (Schott), 
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an adjunct introduced by os, defining the subject more nearly. 
—Starting from o «vpios the apostle says: mpos bv mpocep- 
xopevor] mpocépyecOar (elsewhere in the N. T. always con- 
strued with the dative) denotes the going spiritually to the 
Lord; the Christian does indeed already live in union with 
Christ, but this does not exclude the necessity of becoming 
united ever more completely with Him (thus also Hofmann). 
Luther incorrectly: “to whom ye have come,” as if it were 
the part. praet.; Hornejus well puts it: non actum inchoatum, 
sed continuatum designat. — X/Oov Savra] in apposition to dv ; 
it is not necessary to supply @s (Wolf). What follows shows 
that the apostle had in his mind the stone mentioned in the 
prophecies, Ps. exvili. 22 and Isa. xxvii. 16 (cf. Matt. xxi. 
42; Acts iv. 11; Rom. ix. 33). The want of the article 
points to the fact that the apostle was more concerned to lay 
stress on the attribute expressed in AdOos ov, than to draw 
attention to the fact that in these passages of the O. T. Christ 
is the promised A/Oos. In using this term, Peter had already 
in view the subsequent olxodouetcGe. The church is the 
temple of God, the individual Christians are the stones from 
which it is built; but Christ is the foundation-stone on which 
it rests. In order that the church may become ever more 
completed as a temple, it is necessary that the Christians 
should unite themselves ever more closely with Christ. The 
apostle enlarges on this thought with reference to those pre- 
dictions.—The explanatory adjective is added, as in ver. 2, to 
the figurative \é0ov ; and by it, on the one hand, the expression 
is marked as figurative, ne quis tropum nesciret (Bullinger) ; 
and, on the other, the nature peculiar to this stone is indicated. 
favta is to be taken here as in John vi. 51 and similar 
passages. Flacius correctly: dicitur Christus lapis vivus, non 
tamen passive, quod in semet vitam habeat, sed etiam active, 
quia nos mortuos vivificat.? — trd avOpoTev pév arodedoxi- 

The single passage, 1 Mace. ii. 16, by no means proves that wrporipysodas xpos has 
in itselfa stronger force than wpocépx. cum dat. (as against Hofmann). According 
to Schott, by zpocfpx. is meant: “‘not the individual Christian’s deepening 
experience of community of life with Christ, but only the conduct of the 
believer, by which, as a member of the church, he gives himself up to the Lord 


as present in His church, in fact to the church itself!” 
* De Wette (as opposed to Clericus and Steiger) is right in refusing to see here 
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pacuévov] a nearer definition, according to Ps. exviii. 22. 
What is there said specially of the builders, is here applied 
generally to mankind, in order that a perfect antithesis may 
be obtained to the wapa 6é Oecd. The want of the article 
Tov does not warrant a toning down of the interpretation to 
mean “by men,” ze. by some or by many men (Hofmann). 
The thought is general and comprehensive; the article is 
wanting in order to emphasize the character of those by whom 
Christ is rejected, as compared with God (Schott). Believers 
are here regarded “as an exception” (Steiger). — mapa 5€ Oco 
exrexTOov, évtysov] after Isa, xxviii. 16; Peter has, however, 
selected two attributes only; “that is to say, he passes over 
the characteristics of the stone itself, and its relation to the 
building, giving prominence only to its value in the sight of 
God” (Steiger). Both adjects. form the antithesis to dode- 
d0x.; €xAexrés is neither equal to eximius (Hemming) nor to 
mpoeyvaspévos (Steiger); but: “elect,” 2.2. chosen as the object 
of love; cf. 1 Tim. v. 21.— rapa Oc] not: a Deo (Vulg.), 
but: €vemiov tod Ocov, coram Deo, Deo judice, “ with God.” 
Worthy of note is the “antagonism between the human judg- 
ment and the divine” (Wiesinger), the former given effect to 
in the crucifixion, the latter in the glorification of Christ. —- 
Ver. 5. Kal avtol ws riPow Cavtes otKodopetabe] Kai avTot 
places the Christians side by side with Christ (Wiesinger 
inappropriately takes avto/ as also applying to the verb 
oixodou.). As He is a living stone, so are they also living 
stones, 7.¢. through Him. The explanation: cum lapidibus com- 
parantur homines, qui, quoniam vivant, vivi lapides nominantur 
(Carpzov, Morus), is inadequate. Further, as AM@ou Saves 
states the qualities which the readers already possessed, not 
those which they were to obtain only through the otko- 
SopetoOae (Schott); that unto which they should be built is 
stated in what follows. — o/xodopetcGe is, according to the 


any reference to the conception of the saxum vivum as opposed to broken stones 
(Virg. Aen, i. 171; Ovid. Metam. xiv. 741). Inappropriate is Schott’s opinion : 
“‘that ay indicates that by the self-unfolding (!) of His divinely human life, 
Christ causes the church to grow up from Himself the foundation stone.” Hof- 
mann would erroneously exclude the second of the above-mentioned ideas from 
_ the Aitoy Cavra, although it is clearly indicated by the very fact that through 
connection with the stone Christians themselves become living stones. 
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structure of the sentence, not indicative (Hornejus, Bengel, 
Gerhard, ete.; more recently, Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann), 
but imperative (Beza, Aretius, Hottinger, Steiger, de Wette- 
Briickner, Luthardt, Schott, etc.). The objection, that the 
verses following are declarative, may be quite as well used 
for the imperative force of that which precedes them.’ If 
vy. 4, 5 serve as the basis of the foregoing exhortation, this 
turn of the thought would also be expressed. Several inter- 
preters (as Luther and Steiger) incorrectly regard the verbal 
form as middle; it is passive: “be ye built up,’ ae “let 
yourself be built up,’ ie. by Christ, as the foregoing mpos ov 
mpocepxonwevot Shows. Corresponding with the reading érrovKo- 
SouwetoGe super illum, ze. Christum, is generally understood ; 
an unnecessary supplement; the thought is: that (not: on 
which) the Christians should let themselves be built up, to 
that, namely, which the following words state. — oixos mvevpa- 
TuKOS els lepateuvpa a&ytov] In the Rec. without ets the two 
conceptions are co-ordinate, both stating the end of the otxo- 
SometaOar: “to the spiritual house, to the holy priesthood ;” but 
if the reading otk. mv. eis tepat. &y. be adopted, then “ tepar. 
ay. is the further result of the being built up to the spiritual 
house” (Briickner). Hofmann holds that otcos my. is in 
apposition to the subject contained in ofxodopeioGe, and that 
eis lepatevpa ay. alone is directly dependent on oixodopeta de ; 
the former view is, however, more expressive, Inasmuch as it 
prominently shows that the Christians should be built up to 
a spiritual house. otxos av. contains the expression of the 
passive, tepar. dy.,on the other hand, that of the active relation 
of the church to God (Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner). The 
dissimilarity of the two ideas seems to be opposed to the 
reading eés, since an oixos cannot be transformed into a 
lepatevpa ; but this difficulty disappears if it be considered 
that the house here spoken of is built of living stones. It is 
clearly not the case that eis serves only to facilitate an other- 

1 The structure of the clause is in favour of the imperative, inasmuch as it is 
thus brought into conformity with the imperative preceding. When Hofmann 
asserts that the sentence must necessarily be indicative in form, ‘‘ because the 
words subjoined to xpaerds 6 xvpios must state that to which the goodness of 


Christ brings them,” he does so without reason, for the clause may also state 
that to which they should allow the goodness of Christ to lead them. 


CHAP. Il. 4, 5. 111 


wise abrupt transition to a new idea (de Wette, Wiesinger).— 
oixos means, in the first instance, “ house,” and not “ temple ;” 
nor does the attribute mvevyatixds mark it as a temple. We 
must either hold by the conception “ house” (Luthardt, Hof- 
mann), or assume that by the house Peter thought of the 
temple. The latter view deserves the preference on account 
of the close connection with what follows; comp. the passages 
1 Cor in-16, 17; 2 Cor. vi 16; 1 Pet. iv. 17.— mvevpa- 
tuxos is the house raised from “living stones,” in contradis- 
tinction to the temple built from dead ones, inasmuch as their 
life is rooted in the Spirit of God, and bears His nature on it.” 
— tepdrevya is here not the “ office of priest” (2 Mace. ii. 17), 
but the “priesthood” (comp. Gerhard: coetus s. collegium sacer- 
dotum) ; comp. ver. 9; Ex. xix. 6; “not instead of tepeis &yvor, 
but including the essential idea of a community” (de Wette). 
It has unjustly been maintained that if the reading eds be 
adopted, ‘eparevwa must be understood of the priestly office. 
&yvov subjoined to tepdrevya does not mark a characteristic of the 
teparevya of the New as distinguishing it from that of the Old 
Testament, but one which belongs essentially to the tepatevpa 
(of course “as ordained by God,” Hofmann) as such. Here, too, 
there lies in the connection of thought a special emphasis on 
a@y.oy, inasmuch: as without sanctification the priestly calling 
cannot be truly fulfilled. — dvevéyxat rvevpatixas Ovoias] is 
closely conjoined both in form (see Winer, p. 298 f. [E.T.399f.]) 
and purport with what precedes, pointing out as it does the func- 
tion of the fepatevya. This consists, as under the Old Covenant, 
in offering sacrifice. The word avadépew, which is never used 
by Paul, has not indeed in the classics, but in the LXX., in 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, and in the Epistle of James, the 
meaning “to sacrifice,” strictly speaking “to bring the offering 
to the altar.’—-The @vatae which the N. T. priesthood, ze. the 
Christian church in all its members, has to offer are called 


1 Tuthardt : ‘‘ ofzos is not equal to »«4s ; nor inthe context is a temple alluded 
to, for the emphasis lies on ryevuaeixds. olxos is chosen because of sizedoueiad: : be 
ye built as a spiritual house! To this is joined : to an holy priesthood.” 

2 Schott finds the antithesis therein, that in the O. T. temple ‘‘the indwell- 
ing of God was confined to the Holy of Holies, and visible to the eye” (?) ; 
whilst, on the contrary, in the Christian church there is ‘‘a real and direct 
indwelling of God.” 
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mvevpatixat, because they have their origin in the wvedya, 
and bear on them its nature and essence. Calvin says in 
what they consist: inter hostias spirituales primum locum 
obtinet generalis nostri oblatio, neque enim offerre quicquam 
possumus Deo, donec illi nos ipsos in sacrificium obtulerimus, 
quod fit nostri abnegatione; sequuntur postea preces et 
gratiarum actiones, eleemosynae et omnia pietatis exercitia. 
Cf. with this Rom. xii. 1; Heb. xiii. 15, 16. — edrrpoodéxrous 
T® Ocd] eUTpocdextos (Rom. xv. 16), equivalent to eddpeotos 
(Rom. xii. 1, xiv. 18; Phil. iv. 18, and other passages). — dva 
‘Incod Xpiotod] belongs not to otxodoueicGe (Beda), but 
either to evmpoasd. 7. Oecd (Luther: per Christum fit, ut et mea 
opera a Deo aestimentur, quae alias non culmo digna haberet ; 
Bengel, Steiger, Wiesinger, Hofmann, etc.), or to dvevéyxas 
(Grotius, Aretius, de Wette, Weiss, etc.).'! No doubt Heb. 
xili. 15 might be appealed to in support of the latter con- 
struction; but in favour of the former are—(1) That the 
avevéeyKat as a priestly function stands in such close connec- 
tion with lepdtevpa dy., that it seems out of place to suppose 
a medium (dua "Ino. Xp.) in addition; and (2) With avevéycac 
mvevuy. Pucias the idea is substantially completed, edmpocs. 
being a mere adjunct, to which therefore dva "I. Xp. also belongs. 


Remark.—In this description of the Christians’ calling, the 
apostle’s tirst object is not to state the difference between the 
church of the Old and that of the New Covenant, but to show 
distinctly that in the latter there is and should have been 
fulfilled what had aforetime indeed been promised to the 
former, but had appeared in her only in a typical and unsatis- 
factory way. The points of difference are distinctly set forth. 
Israel had an house of God—the Christian church is called to 
be itself that house of God. That house was built of inanimate 
stones, this of living stones; it is a spiritual house. Israel was 
to be an holy priesthood, but it was so only in the particular 
priesthood introduced into the church; the Christian church is 
called to be a iepéreume céysov in this sense, that each individual 
in ut is called upon to perform the office of priest. The sacrifices 


) Briickner and Schott think it is correct to connect 3’ ’I. Xp. not with 
advevéryxas Only, but with the entire thought ; but it is self-understood that in the 
first combination, not the mere dvapépe», but the dyapipay rveyuarinas bvolas 
x.7.a., must be considered as effected by Christ. 
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which the priests in Israel had to offer were beasts and the like ; 
those of the Christians are, on the other hand, spiritual sacrifices, 
through Christ well-pleasing to God. — The idea of a universal 
priesthood, here expressed, is opposed not only to the catholic 
doctrine of a particular priesthood, but to all teaching with 
regard to the office of the administration of word and sacrament 
which in any way ascribes to its possessors an importance in 
the church, resting on divine mandate, and necessary for the 
communication of salvation (z.e. priestly importance). 

Ver. 6 gives the ground for the exhortation contained in 
vy. 4,5 by a quotation of the passage, Isa. xxviii. 16, to 
which reference was already made in ver. 4. — dcé7«] cf. i. 24. 
— Tepréxer €v TH ypadhH] an uncommon construction, yet not 
without parallel, see Joseph. Antt. xi. 7: BovrAouat yivecOar 
TavrTa, Kalas év avrTh (ic. émiotod}) mepréxes; indeed srepsé- 
yew is more than once used to denote the contents of a 
writing, see Acts xxiii. 25; Joseph. Antt. xi. 9: Kal 1) pév 
émiatoN) tadta tepietyev. ither 1 wepioyy (or o Torres) 
must, with Wahl, be supplied here as subject; or better, 
mTepexes must be taken impersonally as equal to, continetur ; 
ef. Winer, p. 237 [E. T. 316]; Buttmann, p. 126. — The words 
of the passage in the O. T. (Isa. xxviii. 16) are quoted neither 
literally from the LXX. nor exactly according to the Hebrew 
text. In the LXX. it is: @dov, éyo éuBdaddo els Ta Ocpédva 
Xi@v (instead of which we have here, exactly as in Rom. 
ix. 33: iov, riOnus ev Siwy) AOov rorvTedH (this adject. 
here omitted) ékAextov axpoywviaioy (these two words here 
transposed) évtiyov eis Ta Oewérva avThs (the last two words 
eis ... avtfs here left out) cal o muctevwr (én a’te@ added) 
od pa) Katatcyvv07 (Rom. ix. 33: nal was 6 miotetwy én’ 
avT@® ov KatatcxyvvOrjceTa). Whatever may be understood 
by the stone in Zion, whether the theocracy, or the temple, or 
the house of David, or the promise given to David, 2 Sam. 
vii. 12, 16 (Hofmann), this passage, which certainly has a 
Messianic character,—inasmuch as the thought expressed in it 
should find, and has found, its fulfilment in Christ,—is not 
here only, but by Paul and the Rabbis (see Vitringa, ad Jes. 
I. p. 217), taken to refer directly to the Messiah, who also, 
according to Delitzsch (cf. im loc.), is directly meant by the 
stone (“this stone is the true seed of David, manifested in 
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Christ”). Luther, following Oecumenius and Theophylactus, 
assumes that Christ is called A/Oos axpoywv. because He has 
united Jew and Gentile together, and out of both collected the 
one church; this Calvin, not entirely without reason, calls a 
subtilius philosophari. In the words: kal 0 mictetvov K.7.X., 
muotevwv corresponds to mpocepyopevor, ver. 4. ov pi) 
Katavoxuvy does not refer to the glory which consists for 
the believer in this, “ that he, as a A/Oos fev, will form part 
of the oixos mv.” (Wiesinger), but to “ the final glory of salva- 
tion which is the aim of the present muotevew ” (Schott); ef. 
ver. 2: eis cwrnplav. 

Ver. 7. vpty obv 7 Tysn Tois micrevovow] Conclusion, with 
special reference to the readers, duiv, drawn from ver. 6 (ody), 
and in the first instance from the second half of the O. T. 
quotation, for Tot’s muotevovow evidently stands related to o 
motevoy ém avt@, hence the definite article. On the posi- 
tion of tois aeot., cf. Winer, p. 511 [E. T. 687]; only, with 
Winer, it must not be interpreted: “as believers, zc. if ye 
are believers,” but: “ye who are believers.” — From the fact that 
7 TyLn echoes évtyov, it must not be concluded that 4 tTeuH 
here is the worth which the stone possesses, and that the 
meaning is: “the worth which the stone has, it has for you 
who believe” (Wiesinger). The clause would then have read 
perhaps: dpiv ody 6 AiGos éore H Tis, or the like. 1 Ten 
stands rather in antithesis to catacyvvOjvas, and takes up 
positively what had been expressed negatively in the verse 
immediately preceding. Gerhard: vobis, qui per fidem 
tanquam lapides vivi super eum aedificamini, est honor coram 
Deo (so, too, de Wette-Briickner, Weiss, Schott) ; div, sc. éore: 
“yours therefore is the honour ;” the article is not without 
significance here; the honour, namely, which in that word is 
awarded to believers (Steiger). — tots muctevovaw] an explana- 
tory adjunct placed by way of emphasis at the end.— 
ameovor [amictovow] Sé] antithesis to tots aictevovow ; 
arevety denotes not only the simple not believing, but the 
resistance against belief; thus also amuctodow here, if it be 
the trve reading. Bengel wrongly explains the dative by: 


' Hofmann is wrong in asserting that it is here said ‘that ob wh xarcsordvby 
is meant to cail back to mind the sis cwrnpiay in ver. 2.” 
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quod attinet; it is the dat. incommodi (Steiger, de Wette, 
etc.). The words: AdBos (AiOov) . . . ywvias, are borrowed 
literally from Ps. exviii. 22, after the LXX. What is fatal 
for unbelievers in the fact that the stone is become the corner- 
stone (ced. yor. equals WO. axpoy.) is stated in the following 
words, which are taken from Isa. viii. 14: rivinn a 22 jan! 
In a manner similar though not quite identical, these passages 
of the O. T. are woven together by Paul in Rom, ix, 33. The 
words do not denote the subjective conduct of the unbelievers 
(according to Luther, the occasion of stumbling or offence which 
they find in the preaching of the cross), but the objective 
destruction which they bring upon themselves by their unbelief 
(Steiger, de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, Fronmiiller) ; 
cf. Luke xx. 17, 18, where the corner-stone is also characterized 
as a stone of destruction for unbelievers. It is therefore with- 
out any foundation that Hofmann asserts “ the thought that, 
to the disobedient, Christ 1s become the corner-stone seems 
impossible,” if amevGotow be taken as the dat. incommodi. So 
that it is in no way necessary to accept a construction so 
uncommon as that adopted by Hofmann, who considers the 
two clauses: tpiv... otxodopodvtes to be, with an omitted 
wv, in apposition to the following obros, looking on 7 Ten as 
a kind of personal designation of the stone, and separating the 
three following expressions: es Ke. yov., WO. mpokoup., and 
méTpa oKavd. in such a way as to refer the first to believers 
and the other two to unbelievers, although no such division is 
anywhere hinted at. 

Ver. 8. of mpocKxomtover] links itself on to dvevOodou «.7.X.: 
“ that is to those who,” etc., not to what follows, as if esos were 
to be supplied: “they who stumble are those who are,” ete. 
— mpocxorrew has here the same meaning as that contained 
in the last words, but the turn of the thought is different ; 
there, it is shown what Christ is become to the unbelievers, 
namely, the ground of their destruction ; here, on the contrary, 
that they are really overtaken by this destruction ; Lorinus 
explains mpocxértover incorrectly: verbo offenduntur et 


1 Schott rightly observes that zepuan ywvias, as the corner-stone, must not be 
understood, with Gerhard and Steiger, as one on which one stumbles and falls. 
This is not contained in the idea, corner-stone, in itself. 
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scandalizantur, id blasphemant et male de illo loquuntur. — 
TH Oyo areHodvtes] It is better to connect 7S Aoyw with 
arevbodvtes than with mpooxdmtover (either: “who at the 
word are offended,” or: “ who by the word suffer hurt”). For, 
on the one hand, the leading idea zrpoox. would be weakened 
by its connection with Aoy@; and, on the other, the nearer 
definition requisite is supplied of itself from what precedes ; 
it would, too, be inappropriate “ that Adyos should of a sudden 
take the place of Christ, who in ver. 7 is, as 00s, the object 
of mpoox.” (Brickner). Wolf: gut impingunt, nempe: in 
lapidem illum angularem, verbo non credentes: quo ipso et 
offensio ipsa et ejus causa indicatur. — els 0 Kal éréOncar] eis 
6 not equal to é¢’ #, “on account of which ;” nor is it equal 
to els dv (sc. Aoyov or AiGov); Luther: “on which they are 
placed;” or similarly Bolten: “they stumble at that, on 
which they should have been laid” (he makes eis 6 refer to 
the omitted object of mpocx.), but it points rather to the end 
of éréOnoav.' — riOnpt] is here, as frequently in the N. T., “to 
appoint, constituere ” (cf. 1 Thess. v. 9). It is clear from the 
connection of this verse with the preceding, that e¢s 6 does not 
eo back to ver. 5 (Gerhard: in hoe positi sunt, videlicet, ut 
ipsi quoque in hune lapidem fide aedificarentur). It may be 
referred either to a7revHety (Calvin, Beza, Piscator, and others) 
or to mpooxomtTev and ameeiv (Estius, Pott, de Wette, 
Usteri, Hofmann, Wiesinger,’ etc.), or, more correctly, to mpoc- 
xomrew (Grotius, Hammond, Benson, Hensler, Steiger, Weiss), 


1 The application to the Word or to Christ cccurs already in the older com- 
mentators ; thus Beda says: in hoe positi sunt i. e. per naturam facti sunt 
homines, ut credant Deo et ejus voluntati obtemperent ; and Nicol. de Lyra, 
applying it specially to the Jews: illis data fuit lex, ut disponerentur ad Chris- 
tum secundum quod dicitur Gal. iii. lex paedagogus noster fuit in Christo ; et 
ipsi pro majore parte remanserunt increduli. 

> Different interpreters seek in various ways to soften the harshness of the 
dea here presented. Thus Estius, by explaining érézc«» only of the permission 
of God; Pott, by paraphrasing the idea thus: ‘‘their lot seemed to bring this 
with it ;” Wiesinger, by asserting that ‘‘the passage here speaks of the action 
of God as a matter of history, not of His eternal decrees.” But what justifies 
any such softening down? While Hofmann, in the Ist edition of his Schrift- 
beweis, I. p. 210, says precisely: that God has ordained them to this, that 
they should not become obedient to His word, but should stumble at it and fall 
over it ; in the 2d ed. I. p. 237, it appears that the meaning only is: ‘‘ that 
the evil which befalls them in the very fact of their not believing, is ordained 
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since on the latter (not on dzredBeiv) the chief emphasis of 
the thought lies, and eis 5 «7X. applies to that which is 
predicated of the subject, that is, of the dzeOodvtes, but not 
to the characteristic according to which the subject is desig- 
nated. The rpockdrrey it is to which they, the dreOodvres, 
were already appointed, and withal on account of their 
unbelief, as appears from the 76 Adyo de. This inter- 
pretation alone is in harmony with the connection of thought, 
for it is simply the wiorevovres and azrecOodvres, together with 
the blessing and curse which they respectively obtain, that are 
here contrasted, without any reference being made to the 
precise ground of faith and unbelief. Vorstius correctly: 
Increduli sunt designati vel constituti ad hoc, ut poenam sive 
exitium sibi accersant sua incredulitate. — Following the con- 
struction of ver. 7 adopted by him, Hofmann takes of mpoc- 
KomTovow not as an adjunct referring to what precedes, but 
as protasis to the subsequent eds 6, which, according to him, 
contains the apodosis expressed in the form of an exclamation. 
This interpretation falls with that of ver. 7. Besides, it gives 
rise to a construction entirely abnormal, and of which there 
is no other example in the N. T., either as regards the relative 
pronoun’ or the method here resorted to, of connecting 
apodosis with protasis. The words are added by the apostle in 
order to show that the being put to shame of unbelievers, 
takes place according to divine determination and direction. 


by God to those who do not obey His message of salvation, as a punishment of 
their disposition of mind.” Schott agrees with this view. But in it the idea 
of trtéycuy in relation to arzbcivees is arbitrarily weakened; since Schott 
expressly says that unbelievers, by their own state of mind, “appoint them- 
selves to unbelief,” he can look on unbelief only in so far as the result of a 
divine decree, that God has appointed faith impossible with a carnal disposition. 
But a limitation of this kind is here all the more inappropriate, that Peter in the 
passage makes no allusion to the disposition which lies at the foundation of 
unbelief. Hofmann in his commentary says: ‘‘it is the word which is preached 
to them that they refuse to obey, but by the very fact of their doing so they 
stumble at Christ and fall over Him, as over a stone that lies in the way. Both 
are one and the same thing, named from different sides ; the one time from what 
they do, the other from what is done to them.” Yet these are two different 
things ; the one the cause, the other the effect. 

1 Hofmann, indeed, appeals to Matt. xxvi. 50 ; but the interpretation of this 
passage is so doubtful that it cannot be relied upon; cf. the various interpretations 
in Meyer on this passage ; in Winer, p. 157 [E. T. 207 f.]; in Buttmann, p. 217. 
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Oecumenius! is not justified by the context in laying special 
stress on the personal guilt of unbelief; or Aretius, in answer- 
ing the question: quis autem illos sic posuit? by non Deus 
certe, sed Satan tales posuit. 

Ver. 9. tpeis dé] The apostle returns again to his readers, 
contrasting them with the unbelievers (not “with the people 
of Israel?’ as Weiss thinks) he had just spoken of. The 
nature of believers, as such, is described by the same predicates 
which were originally applied to the O. T. church of God (ef. 
Ex. xix. 5, 6), but have found their accomplishment only in that 
of the N. T. Schott justly remarks that “what in ver. 5 had 
been expressed in the form of an exhortation, is here predi- 
cated of the Christians as an already present condition.” — 
yévos éxrexTov] after Isa. xliii, 20 (02 "BY, LXX.: yévos prov 
To €xrexTov) ; cf. also Deut. vii. 6 ff.; Isa. xliii. 10, xliv. 1, 2, 
xlv. 4, etc. This first designation sets forth that the Chris- 
tians, in virtue of God’s love, have been elected to be a people 
which no longer belongs to this world; cf. chap. 1. 1.— 
Bacirevoy tepadtevual after Ex. xix. 6, LXX. (in Hebrew 
DyNd N32, “a kingdom of priests”); most interpreters take 
it as simple combination of the two ideas: “kings and priests.” 
Still it is more correct to regard teparevya as the principal 
idea (cf. ver. 3), and PBacidewov as a more precise definition : 
“@ royal priesthood.” Several commentators explain: “a 
priesthood possessing a royal character,” inasmuch as it not 
only offers up sacrifices (ver. 5), but exercises sway (over the 
world) ; cf. Rev. i. 6, v. 10 (Wiesinger). Weiss (p. 125), on 
the other hand: “a priesthood serving Jehovah the King, just 
as we speak of the royal household.” Since all the other 
predicates express the belonging to God, the second explana- 
tion deserves the preference, only it must be modified so far as 
to include in Bacon. not only the relation of service, but that 
also of belonging to and participation in the glory of the king 

1 Ody as dxd rod Ocod sis rodro APupirwtyors, cipnras® oddeula yop aizia amwrsins 
rupe cov wévrus avbporous Otrovros owbnvar PBpuBzveras’ BAAR cols Eavrois oxevh 
xarnprixoosy apyns natn amreibcia txnnorovence, xa) cis fy Tuponuwacuy tavrovs rébuy 
irédncay, Thus also Didymus: ad non credendum a semetipsis sunt positi ; 
and Hornejus : constituti ad impingendum et non credendum ideo dicuntur, 


quia cum credere sermoni Dei nollent, sed ultro cum repellerent, deserti a Deo 
sunt et ipsius permissione traditi ut non crederent et impingerent. 
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founded thereon. Schott is not justified in assuming that Peter 
did not intend to convey the force of the Greek, but that 
of the Hebrew expression : 0°75 nan, namely: “a kingdom. 
which consists of priests.” It is inadequate to understand, with 
Hofmann, by the term: “a priesthood of princely honours,” 
or Bacidewov as equal to, magnificus, splendidus (Aretius, 
Hottinger, etc.), or to find in it the expression of the highest 
freedom’ (subject only to God) (de Wette).— @vos dyvov] in 
like manner after Ex. xix. 6, LXX. (WP 13), — ads els 
mepiroinaw] corresponding passages in the O. T. are Deut. 
vii. 6 (73D OY), Mal. iii. 17 (72D), and especially Isa. xliii. 21, 
LXX.: Aadv pou dv TepreTroncdpuny Tas apetds wou Sinyeto bar 
(BD? ‘bon » ‘AIS. WDY). The words following show that the 
apostle had this last passage chiefly in his mind; still it must 
be noted that this idea is contained already in Ex. xix. 5 
(Nads TepLovoros).  TepiTroinacs is strictly the acquiring (Heb. 
x. 39); here, what is acquired, possession ; neither destinatus 
(Vorstius) nor positus (Calovius) is to be supplied to eis, they 
would not correspond with the sense; es is here to be 
explained from Mal. iii. 17, LXX.: écovrai pot... eis tepi- 
moinow ; on eivas eis, cf. Winer, p. 173 [E. T. 229]; in sense 
it is equivalent to Aads sepiovacos, Tit. ii. 14. Schott attri- 
butes to this expression an eschatological reference, explaining : 
“a people destined for appropriation, for acquisition ;” this is 
incorrect, for, understood thus, it would fall out of all analogy 
with the other expressions. The apostle does not here state 
to what the Christian church is destined, but what she already 
is; “her complete liberation from all cosmic powers is not,” 
as Briickner justly remarks, “an acquiring on God’s side, but 
only the final redemption of those whom He already possesses.” 
Schott’s assertion, that in the N. T. weperroinos has always an 
eschatological reference, is opposed by Eph. i. 14; cf. Meyer 
in loc. — Although a difference of idea founded on the etymo- 
logies of yévos, é6vos Xads is not to be pressed ;” yet it must 


1 Clemens Al. interprets: regale, quoniam ad regnum vocati sumus et sumus 
Christi sacerdotium autem propter oblationem quae fit orationibus et doctrinis, 
quibus adquiruntur animae, quae afferuntur Deo. 

2 Steiger draws the following distinction : y‘vss is the race, people of like 
descent ; 7410s, a people of like customs; 24s, people as themass. Schott thinks 
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be observed that by these expressions, as also by lepdrevya, 
Christians are spoken of as a community united together in 
itself, and although diverse as to natural descent, they, as belong- 
ing to God (and all the names employed by the apostle point to 
this), form one people, from the fact that God has joined them 
to Himself. — érws tas apetas eEayyeidnte Tov K.7.r.] Orrws 
connects itself, after Isa. xlili. 21, in the first instance with 
what immediately goes before, in such away, however, that the 
. . . . ° x > yy 

preceding ideas point towards it as their end.— tas apetas] 
thus the LXX. translate nban in the above-mentioned passage 
(in general, in the LXX., apet7# occurs only as the translation 
of tin, Hab. ui. 3, Zech. vii 13; dperac as the translation 
of ndan, Iisa; xclin. $83 2 xh ZT, and of niban, Tsai 7) 5 
accordingly the Alexandrine translators understand by in and 
nban in the passages in question, not the “glory or praise” of 
God, but the object of the glory, that is, the excellence or the 
glorious attributes of God. Peter took the word, in this 
meaning of it, from them.’ — éayyeiAnte] cf. Isa. xlii, 12, 
LXX.: tas dpetas avtod év tats vicous amayyedotar; €Ear- 
yérrew ; strictly, iis qui foris sunt nunciare quae intus fiunt 
(Xen. Anab. 11. 4. 21), is employed for the most part without 
this definite application; in the LXX. the translation of 15D ; 
in the N. T. in this passage only ; it is possible that Peter 
thought of the word here in its original force (Bengel, 
Wiesinger).— Tod €« oKoTovs Yuds KadécavTos] i.e. Ocod, not 
Xpictov; Kadeiv is almost uniformly attributed to God. — 
that 240s includes within it a reference to the intellectual and moral charac- 
teristics of the people, and that 2«s points to its being gathered together under 
one Lord. In this urging of distinctions—which are not even correctly drawn— 
is to be found the reason why Schott exchanges the Greek expression Basa. 
icpérevwx for the Hebrew, because izpérevza is not analogous to the other three 
designations, whilst Baciaaa is so, as a national community. — Peter certainly, 
in selecting these expressions, did not reflect on the original distinction of the 
ideas, but made use of them simply as they were presented to him in the O. T. 

1 It is arbitrary to understand the word to mean only this or that attribute of 
God ; nor must the meaning, as is done by Gerhard, be limited to the virtutes 
Dei, quae in opere gratuitae vocationis et in toto negotio salutis nostrae 
relucent. Schott’s interpretation is linguistically incorrect : af éperaé equal to 
r& pryaartia ¢, ®. (Acts li. 11), “the great deeds of God.” Cornelius a Lapide 
entirely misses the point in explaining: virtutes, quas Christus in nobis opera- 
tur, humilitatem, caritatem, etc.; and Salmeron: virtutes Christi, quas in 
diebus carnis suae exhibuit. 
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cKdTovs, not equivalent to, miseria (Wahl), but is used to 
designate the whole unhappy condition of sin and lying in 
which the natural and unregenerate man is, cf. Col. i. 13; 
here employed, no doubt, with special reference to the former 
heathenism of the readers. — e’s 7d Oavpactiv aitod das] To 
render ¢as by cognitio melior (Wahl), is arbitrarily to weaken. 
the force of the word; it is rather the complete opposite of 
oKoTos, and denotes the absolutely holy and blessed nature— 
—as avtov shows—of God. The Christian is translated from 
darkness to the light of God, so that he participates in this 
light, and is illumined by it. Schott incorrectly understands 
by oxoros: “heathen humanity left to itself,’ and by 7é.. 
avtov das: “the church ;” the church lives in God’s light, but 
it is not the light of God. — xandeév is here applied, as it is by 
Paul, to the effectual, successful calling of God.— @avpacrtor] (cf. 
Matt. xxi. 42) denotes the inconceivable glory of the das Ocod. 
Ver. 10. A reference to Hos. ii. 25, linking itself on to the 
end of the preceding verse, in which the former and present 
conditions of the readers are contrasted. This difference the 
verse emphasizes by means of a simple antithesis. The 
passage in Hosea runs: “SYN? ‘AION. MOM NoOny ‘Ap 
HANDY, LXX,: dryamrnow THY OUK HyaTnMevnv Kar Ep@ TH ov 
Aa@® pov’ Aads pov ef ov (the Cod. Alex. and the Ed. Aldina 
have at the commencement the additional words: éAejow Tv 
ovK HrEenuevnv).— ot troTé ov rads] Grotius, Steiger, Weiss 
incorrectly supply: Oeovd. rads is here used absolutely 
(Bengel: ne populus quidem, nedum Dei populus). ov 
belongs not to #7e to be supplied, but is closely connected 
with ads, equivalent to “ no-people.’ In like manner ov« 
nr|Enwévot as equal to “ not-obtained mercy.” “The meaning is 
not that they once were not what they now are, but that they 
were the opposite of it” (Wiesinger). But od .. . Aads is a 
people who, in their separation from God, are without that 
unity of life in which alone they can be considered by Him 


1 Wiesinger disputes this interpretation, holding that what is meant is “ that 
light which has appeared to the world in Christ ;” but is not this light the light 
of God?— Certainly ga; is here not i. q. Xpiwrss. According to de Wette, 
aizod designates the light as the work of God, and consequently a different thing 
from the ¢#; which He is Himself. 
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as a people; or, more simply, who do not serve God who is 
the true King of every people; cf. Deut. xxxii. 21, and Keil 
in loc. De Wette is hardly satisfactory: “they were not a 
people, inasmuch as they were without the principle of all 
true nationality, the real knowledge of God,” etc.; now they 
are a people, even a people of God, inasmuch as they not only 
serve God, but are received also by God into community of 
life with Himself. — of ov« 7renuévor, vov Se édenbévtes| The 
part. perf. denotes their former and ended condition. Stand- 
ing as it does here not as a verb, but as a substantive, like od 

. Aaos, it cannot be taken as a plusquam-perf. part. (in 
opposition to Hofmann). The aorist part. points, on the other 
_ hand, to the fact of pardon having been extended: “ once not 
in possession of mercy, but now having become partakers of it ” 
(Winer, p. 322? [E. T. 431)). 

Vv. 11,12. A new exhortation: the central thought is 
expressed in the beginning of ver. 12. The apostle, after 
describing its peculiarly lofty dignity, considers the Christian 
church in its relation to the non-Christian world, and shows 
how believers must prove themselves blameless before it by 
right conduct in the different relations of human life. The 
condition necessary for this is stated in ver. 11. — ’Ayamnrto/] 


1Jn the original passage these words apply to Israel; but from this it does 
not follow that Peter writes to Jewish-Christians. For if Paul—as he clearly 
does—applies the passage (Rom. ix. 25) to the calling of the heathen, then Peter 
surely, with equal right, could use it with reference to the heathen converts. 
They had been, in its full sense, that which God says to Israel: spy7Nd ; and 


they had become that to which He would again make Israel, His people. It 
must be observed, however, that God in that passage addresses Israel ag 
spy-nd, only because it had forsaken Him and given itself up to the worship of 


Baal, and consequently incurred punishment. Apart from this, Israel had 
always remained the people of God. —If only Jewish converts were meant here, 
then Peter would assume that they in their Judaism had been idolaters, which 
is absolutely impossible, or at least Peter must then have said why they, who 
as Israelites were the people of God, could not in their former state be regarded 
as such. Accordingly, od Aas is here in no way applicable to Israel, but only to 
the heathen ; and it is not (as Weiss maintains, p. 119) purely arbitrary to 
apply the passage, in opposition to its original sense, to heathen Christians. 
Whilst Briickner says only that the words cannot serve to prove the readers to 
have been Jews formerly, Wiesinger rightly and most decidedly denies the 
possibility of applying them to Jewish converts ; so, too, Schott.— Weiss’s 
assertion is by no means justified by his insisting (die Petr. Frage, p. 626) 
that nothing tenable has been brought forward against it. 
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This form of address expresses the affectionate, impressive 
earnestness of the following exhortation. — tapaxard. (sc. 
bpas) @s Tapotkovs Kal rraperidyuous]; cf. Ps. xxxix. 18, 
LXX.— as, as in i. 14.— mdpocxos, cf. i. 17, in its strict 
sense: Acts vil. 6, 29, equal to, inquilinus, he who dwells in 
a town (or land) where he has no civil rights; cf. Luke 
xxiv. 18. In Eph. 1. 19 it stands as synonymous with 
£évos, of the relation of the heathen to the kingdom of God. 
— maperidnpos, cf. i. 1. The home of the believer is heaven, 
on earth he is a stranger. Calvin: sic eos appellat, non quia 
a patria exularent, ac dissipati essent in diversis regionibus, 
sed quia fili Dei, ubicunque terrarum agant, mundi sunt 
hospites ; cf. Heb. xi, 13-15. A distinction between the 
two words is not to be pressed here; the same idea is expressed 
by two words, in order to emphasize it the more strongly. 
Luther inexactly translates wapemionuoe by “pilerims.” — Even 
if améyeo Oar be the true reading, the words os mapoikovs x.7T.). 
must be connected with vrapaxad (as opposed to de Wette- 
Brickner, Wiesinger), for they show in what character Peter now 
regarded his readers (Hofmann)* in relation to the following 
exhortations, and have reference not simply to the admonition 
aréyeoOat; as Weiss also (p. 45) rightly remarks. Probably, 
however, azréyeoGe is the original reading, and was changed 
into the infinitive in order to make the connection with 
Tapakar® more close. dréyeo@ar presents the negative aspect 
of sanctification, as chap. ii. 1: drodéuevor. —Tav capKiKoy 
émvOvup.av| similar expressions in Gal. v. 10; Eph. i. 3; 
2 Pet. ii. 18. The éwiOvpiar are capxixai, because they have 
their seat in the oapé Wiesingex improperly says that 
“the lusts which manifest themselves outwardly ” are here 
meant, for all émvOuptas tend to, and do, manifest themselves 
outwardly, if there be no dréyeoOar. Schott assumes, without 
reason, that the éwvOuptas are here considered “as something 
outside of the Christian community, and manifesting itself 
only in the surrounding heathen population ;” they are indeed 
peculiar to the unbelieving world; but the Christian, too, has 
them still in his edp£, though he can and should prevent them 


1 In the former exhortations Peter had regarded them as +éxva draxo73, as such 
who call on God as Father, as regenerate. 
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from having a determining power over him, inasmuch as in the 
world over nvitich they rule he is a wdpotxos Kai Taper ion j.0s." 

This sequence of thought lies plainly indicated in the close 
connection of the exhortation with what precedes (as opposed 
to Hofmann). — aftwes otpatevovtat kata ths Wuyxijs] is nota 
definition of the capxixat, but as aitiwes, equal to “as those 
which,’ shows, explains the nature of the ém@uplar capkiKai, 
thus giving the reason of the exhortation. — otpatevew is not: 
“to lay siege to” (Steiger), but: “to war,” “ fight against,’ as 
in Jas. iv. 1 (Rom. vii. 23: dvtictpatever Oar). — vy has 
here its usual meaning; it is neither: vita et salus animae 
(Hornejus, Grotius), nor: ratio (Pott: libidines, quae nos 
impellunt ad peragenda ea, quae rationi contraria sunt); nor 
does it mean: “the new man” (Gerhard: totus homo novus 
ac interior, quatenus est per Spiritum s. renovatus), nor: the 
soul, “in so far as it is penetrated by the Holy Spirit” 
(Steiger), nor: “ life as determined by the new y Ego ‘ (Schott) ; ; 
substance of man of which Peter says that it ae be sancti- 
fied (chap. i. 22), and its cwrnpia is the end of faith (chap. 
i. 9); thus also de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, Hofmann, 
Fronmiiller. In the natural man the yvy7 is under the 
power of the ém@upiar TapKoKat (which according to Jas. 
iv. 1 have their dwelling év tots péreow; cf. alee Rom. 
vil. 23); in him who is regenerate, it is delivered from them, 
yet the éw@upias seek to bring it again into subjection, so that 
it may fail of its cwrnpia ;—in this consists the otpatevec Oar 
Kata Ths Wuyis.— Ver. 12. thv davactpopyy tydv (chap. 
i. 15,17) ev rots €Oveow éxovtes xadyv] év Tots &Ov.: “ among 
the Gentiles ;” for the churches to whom Peter wrote were in 
Gentile lands. —— éyovtes xadjv: Luther inexactly: “lead a 
good mode of life;” «adv is a predicate: “having your mode 
of life good (as one good);” cf. chap. iv. 8.—é€yovtes (antithesis 
to a7réyeaGe, ver. 11) is not here put for the imperative, but is 


1 Calvin interprets: carnis desideria intelligit, non tantum crassos et cum 
pecudibus communes appetitus, sed omnes animae nostrae affectus, ad quos 
natura ferimur et ducimur. This goes too far, as it would demand the destruc- 
tion not alone of the striving against the Spirit, natural to man in his sinful 
condition, but of the entire life of the soul. Cf. Gal. v. 17. 
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a participle subordinate to the finite verb; if dméyecOas be 
read, there is here, as in Eph. iv. 2, Col. iii. 16, an irregu- 
larity in the construction by which the idea contained in the 
participle is significantly made prominent. — ta év @ xata- 
Aanrodaow K.7.r.] “that in the matter in which they revile you as 
evil-doers they may, on the ground of the good works they them- 
selves have beheld, glorify God,’ i.e. in order that the matter 
which was made the ground of their evil-speaking, may by your 
good works become to them the ground of giving glory to 
God. — iva states the purpose; not for dcte; év 6 is not: év 
® xpovw, as in Mark ii. 19 (Pott, Hensler), for the catadXaneiy 
and the dofafev cannot be simultaneous; nor is it: pro eo 
quod (Beza), such « construction has no grammatical justifica- 
tion ; but €v specifies here, as in verb. affect., the occasioning 
object (cf. chap. iv. 4), and the relative refers to a demon- 
strative to be supplied, which stands in the same relation to 
b0€dfwot as ev @ to KaTadadodow. It is not then TodTo, but 
€v Tovt@, which is to be supplied (Steiger, de Wette, Wiesinger, 
Hofmann). If todo were to be supplied it would be dependent 
on éromtevcartes; but such a construction is opposed by the 
circumstance that it is not this participle, but d0fafwov, which 
forms the antithesis to xataXadovct. The participle is inter- 
posed here absolutely (as in Eph. iii. 4: advaywocxovtes), and 
€k TOV KaAwY Epywy is connected with do&dfwou, the sense 
being: “on accownt of your good works.” Steiger specifies the 
kara €pya as that which occasions the xatradandeiy,-—and 
later the d0€afew tov Ocov,—but the subsequent é« Tav Kadrav 
épywv does not agree with this; de Wette gives: “the 
whole tenor of life ;” the connection with what precedes might 
suggest the aréyeoOas tav cape. émvOupidy;* but it is simpler, 

1 So formerly in this commentary, with the observation: ‘‘ Of this éatyeobes 
Peter says, chap. iv. 3, 4, that it seemed strange to the heathen ; for it is pre- 
cisely this abstinence which gives the Christian life its peculiar character, and 
distinguishes it from that of the heathen. It became the ground of eyil report 
for this reason, that immoral motives were supposed to be concealed behind it ; 
and this was all the more natural that the Christian had necessarily to place 
himself in opposition to many of the ordinances of heathen life, and that from 
a Gentile point of view his obedience to the will of God must have appeared 
a violation of the law. This prejudice could not be better overcome than by the 
practice of good works; hence, ray dvarrp, tu. . . . xvas, and the reference to 
it in éx 7. nar. tpywy.” 
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with Hofmann, to understand by it generally the Christian 
profession. — With kaxorrovoi, cf. ver. 14, iv. 15; John xvii. 
30. Briickner, Wiesinger, Weiss (p. 367) justly reject the 
opinion of Hug, Neander, etc., that xako7rotos here, in harmony 
with the passage in Suetonius, Vit. Wer. c. 16: Christiani 
genus hominum superstitionis novae et malificae, is equiva- 
lent to “state criminal.” In the mouth of a heathen the 
word would signify a criminal, though not exactly a vicious 
man; one who had been guilty of such crimes as theft, 
murder, and the like (cf. iv. 15), which are punished by the 
state? (cf. ver. 14).——é« tdv xadrdv épywv] The xara épya, 
in the practice of which the dvacro¢2) Kady of the Christians 
consists, are here presented as the motive by which, when 
they see them, the heathen are to be induced to substitute 
the glorifying of God for their evil-speaking; as the Chris- 
tians too, on their part, are often exhorted to holiness of life, 
that thus they may overcome the opposition of the Gentiles, cf. 
chap. iii. 2. Hofmann incorrectly interprets é« 7. car. Epywv 
éromtevovtes: “if the heathen judge of your Christianity by 
your good works ;” for ésromrrevery does not mean “ to judge of.” 
With ék 7. Kar. Epyav . . . do€dcwos Tt. Ocov, comp. Christ’s 
words, Matt. v. 16, which, as Weiss not without reason 
assumes, may have here been present to the apostle’s mind. — 
érromTevovtes| “goes back in thought to the xara épya, in 
harmony with the linguistic parallel in ii. 2 and the gram- 
matical parallel in Eph. ii. 4” (de Wette). It makes no 
essential difference in the sense whether the present or, with 
the sec, the aorist be read (see critical remarks). The 
word occurs only here and in ili. 2, where it is used with the 
accusative of the object (for the subst. évomrns, see 2 Pet. 
i, 16). It expresses the idea of seeing with one’s own eyes, 
more strongly than the simple opdv. There is no reference 
here to the use of the word as applied to those who were 
initiated into the third grade of the Eleusinian mysteries. — 


1 Schott’s assumption : ‘‘that it was the burning of Rome that first increased 
the universal hatred and aversion of the Christians to a special accusation of 
criminal and immoral principles,” is unwarranted. He attempts to justify it 
only by charging Tacitus with an error in the account he gives of the accusa- 
tions brought by Nero against the Christians, 
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év uépa éexicxoTis| éemecxomy is in the LXX. a translation 
of 7728, the visitation of God, whether it be to bless (Job 
x. 12) or to chastise (Isa. x. 3); #uépa émucxomis is there- 
fore the time when God gives salvation, or the time when 
He punishes, be it in the general sense (Beda: dies extremi 
judicil), or more specially with reference either to the Chris- 
tians or the heathen—The connection of thought seems to 
point decisively to that time as meant when the xatada- 
Rovvres shall be brought to repentance and faith, that is, to 
“the gracious visitation of the heathen” (Steiger); as 6 xaspos 
Ths éemioxomHs cov, Luke xix. 44, is used with regard to the 
Jews. This interpretation is to be found already in the 
Fathers and in many later commentators, as Nicol. de Lyra, 
Erasm., Hemming, Vorstius, Beza, Steiger, de Wette, Wiesinger, 
Hofmann, etc. On the other hand, Oecumenius, Wolf, Bengel, 
etc., apply the éwiccory not to God, but understand by it the 
e&éraows of the Christians at the hands of the heathen. But 
for this there is absolutely no ground. Luther’s interpreta- 
tion: “ when it shall be brought to light,’ is wrong; it is equi- 
valent to that of Gerhard: simplicissime accipitur de visitatione 
illa divina, qua Deus piorui, innocentiam variis modis in lucem 
producit. — Akin to this is the view held by some of the 
scholastics, that émucKxomy is to be understood of the trial of 
the Christians by affliction ; see Lorinus i Joc. 


ReMARK.—At variance with this explanation is that given 
by Schott, who interprets the passage in this way: In order 
that the heathen may glorify God in the day of judgment, from 
this that (by the fact that) they slander you as evil-doers in 
consequence of your good works of which they are witnesses. 
The idea that the undeserved calumnies of the heathen serve at 
last to the glorification of God,is in itself right and appropriate as 
a basis for the exhortation given in the context. The resolution, 
too, of & @ into ¢ rolrw, ér1, has grammatically nothing against 
it; Meyer even allows it to be possible in Rom. 1.1; cf. Heb. 
ii. 18, where Liinemann has recourse to a like construction, 
though with a somewhat inadequate explanation. Still, more 
than one objection may be urged against this interpretation— 
(1) A reference is given to d&&éZs different from what is con- 
tained in xara?.aA¢#, Imasmuch as it is taken, as in 1 Cor. vi. 20, 
in the sense of: “by action;” (2) doFaZew must be thought of as 
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something which the heathen bring about “without knowing or 
willing” it, whereas the apostle does not let fall a hint of any 
such nearer definition ; (3) 602é%: can only in a loose sense be 
conceived of as an act of the heathen; it is simply the result of 
what they do (of their zarur«2<i); and (4) In comparing these 
words with those of Christ, Matt. v.16: érws HOwow tuov re nara 
tpya nai doicowor roy rurépa omay riv év rors odpavors, the thought 
cannot be got rid of that Peter had this passage here in his 
mind. Schott’s objection, that “ d«ZéZe viv Ozév is a strange and, 
specially here, a doubly inappropriate expression for conver- 
sion to Christianity, whilst the connection of the verb thus 
taken with ¢£,as equal to: in consequence of, is a hard and 
inelegant construction,’ amounts to very little, since in the 
acceptation of the passage which he calls in question the verb 
is by no means made to bear any such meaning. 


Vv. 13, 14. The apostle now goes on to name the different 
relations of life ordained of God in which the Christian 
should show his holy walk. First of all, an exhortation to obey 
those in authority. — trotaynte] the aor. pass. is used here, as 
it often is, with a middle, not a passive—as Wiesinger thinks 
—force. It is not: “be made subject,’ but “make yourselves 
subject” (cf. tatrevv@Onre, chap. v. 6)... The more liable liberty 
in Christ was to be misunderstood by the heathen, and even to 
be abused by the Christians themselves, the more important 
it was that the latter should have inculcated upon them as 
one of their principal duties this vrordocesOar (ver. 18, chap. 
iii. 1) in all circumstances of life. — mdon avOperivy xtice] 
xTiots is here, in accordance with the signification peculiar to 
the verb «7ifew: “to establish, to set up,” the ordinance, ox 
institution (“an ordinance resting on a particular arrangement,” 
Hofmann). In connection with the attribute avOpw7ivn, this 
expression seems to denote an ordinance or institution estab- 
lished by men (so most expositors, and formerly in this 
commentary). But it must be noted that «rife (and its 
derivatives) are never applied to human, but only to divine 
agency ; besides, the demand that they should submit them- 
selves to every human ordinance would be asking too much. 


? Winer is wrong in attributing (p. 245 [E. T. 327]) a passive signification 
to this ceredénrs, as also to xpocexaién in Acts v. 88 hnt is right in ascribing 
it to xap:d0énzz, Rom. vi. 17. 
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It is therefore preferable to understand, with Hofmann, by 
the term, an ordinance (of God) applying to human relations 
(“regulating the social life of man”+). By the subsequent 
eite . . . elte, the expression is referred in the first instance to 
the magistracy ; but this does not justify the interpretation of 
it as equal directly to: “authority,” or even: persons in autho- 
rity (Gerhard: concretive et personaliter: homines, qui magis- 
tratum gerunt). That Peter’s exposition of the idea had 
direct reference to persons in authority, is to be explained 
from the circumstance that the institution possessed reality 
only in the existence of those individuals.? At variance with 
this view is de Wette’s (following Erasmus, Estius, Pott) 
interpretation of the expression: “to every human creature, 
ze. to all men.” Not only, however, the singular circumlocu- 
tion: xtiow avOpwrivn for dvOpw7os,—for which de Wette 
wrongly quotes Mark xvi. 15 and Col. 1. 23,—but the very idea 
that Christians should be subject to all men,—and in support 
of it no appeal can be made either to chap. v. 5 or to the 
following exhortation: mdvtas tiwynoate,—is decisive against 
this view.’ The fact that Peter places the general term 
tTaoa «tio first, is explained most naturally in this way: 
that it was his intention to speak not of the magistracy 
merely, but also of the other institutions of human life——The 
motive for the submission here demanded is given by dia 
Kupwov, i.e. Xpiotov (not Oeov, as Schott thinks), which must 
be taken to mean: “ because such is the will of the Lord,” or, 
with Hofmann: “ out of consideration due to Christ, to whom 
the opposite would bring dishonour.” The latter, however, is the 


1 This view avoids the certainly arbitrary interpretation given, for example, 
by Flavius, who applies the expression specially to life connected with the state. 
He says : dicitur humana ordinatio ideo quia politiae mundi non sunt speciali 
verbo Dei formatae, ut vera religio, sed magis ab hominibus ipsorumque indus- 
tria ordinatae. 

? It is arbitrary to regard xzfos (with Luther, Osiander, etc.) as meaning the 
laws given by the magistrates. 

3 Briickner endeavours, indeed, to defend de Wette’s interpretation, yet he 
decides to understand the expression in question as: ‘‘ every ordinance of human 
civil society,” and solves the difficulty presented by the adjective 2vépaxivm (comp. 
with Rom. xiii. 1) by remarking that ‘the ordinances of national life which 
have been developed historically and by human means possess a divine element 
in them.” 


1 PETER, I 
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less likely interpretation. Still less natural is it to say, with 
Wiesinger, that this adjunct points to the @efov in ordinances 
under which human life is passed. Incorrectly Huss : propter 
imitationem Deii.e. Christi—Inthe enumeration which follows, 
the apostle is guided by the historical conditions of his time. 
It must be remarked that troraccec Oar is inculeated not only 
with regard to the institutions of the state, but to the persons 
in whom these are embodied, and this quite unconditionally. 
Even in cases where obedience, according to the principle laid 
down in Acts iv. 19, is to be refused, the duty of the 
trotdcoeo Oar must not be infringed upon.— ¢’te Bacurei] 
Baowreds is here the name given to the Roman emperor; cf. 
Joseph. de bello jud. v. 13,§ 6. Bengel: Caesari, erant enim 
provinciae romanae, in quas mittebat Petrus. — as b7repéyovTe] 
as here also assigns the reason; tmepéyew expresses, as in 
Rom. xii. 1, simply the idea of sovereign power; non est 
comparatio cum alis magistratibus (Calvin). In the Roman 
Empire the emperor was not merely the highest ruler, but 
properly speaking the only one, all the other authorities being 
simply the organs through which he exercised his sway. — 
Ver. 14. elte Hryeuoow] ayemoves praesides provinciarum, qui a 
Caesare mittebantur in provincias (Gerh.). — ws 6c’ avtod, etc. | 
év avtov does not, as Gerh., Aretius, and others take it, refer to 
Kvpvov, but to Sacre’. The sjyep., although brepéxovtes too, are 
so not in the same absolute sense as the Baoudevs. They are 
so in relation to their subordinates, but not to the BaciXeds. — 
eis ExOiKNTW KaKoTOLY, Erawov dé aya0oTodv] is joined 
grammatically to weumopévoss, not to tmepéyovte also (Hofm., 
Schott); yet, from the fact that the sjyeuoves are sent by the 
Bacireds eis Exdixnow k.T.X., it is implied that the latter, too, 
has an office with respect to éxdiknous x«.7.d.1— Oecumenius 
arbitrarily narrows the thought when he says: édev£e Kal 
avTos 6 Ilérpos tice nal roiow adpxovow trotdccecOas Seb, 
bre Tols TO Sixatoy exdixodow. The apostle insists rather, 


+ Hofmann is consequently wrong in asserting that in this connection ‘‘the 
duty of submission to him who makes over the exercise of his power to others 
is derived from and based alone on his possession of that power, whilst sub- 
mission to those to whom that power has been entrusted originated in, and is 
founded on, the moral purpose for which that is done.” 
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without reserve, on submission to the iyewoves, because (not ¢/) 
they are sent by the emperor to administer justice.’ — é«di- 
Knows, here as often: “punishment ;” éraivos, not precisely: | 
“reward,” but: “laudatory recognition.” — ayaborous is to be 
found only in later authors, in N. T. Ga. rey. The subs. 
occurs chap. iv. 19. 

Ver. 15. d71] gives the ground of the exhortation: io- 
TAYNTE K.T.A. — odTas EoTly TO OEXnwa Tod Oeod] with obtws; 
cf. Winer, p. 434 [E. T. 584]; Buttm. p. 115: “of such a nature 
as the will of God.” Schott gives the sense correctly: “In this 
wise is it with the will of God.” The position of the words 
is opposed to a connection of ottws with ayaototodyras 
(Wiesinger, Hofmann). — ayafotrouotvtas| sc. twas; dyaGo- 
qrovetv, in Mark iii. 4; Acts xiv. 17 the word has reference to 
deeds of benevolence. Here, on the other hand, it is used in 
a general sense: to do good, with special reference to the 
fulfilment of the duties towards those in authority. — dipody 
Thy Tov adpovoy avOpoTav ayvociav| piywovv (cf. 1 Tim. 
v. 18) here in the cognate sense of: “to put to silence,” 
Wiesinger; “the dyvwoia is here conceived of as speaking ; 
ef. v.12: Katadadovaer ty. oS KaKxoTroLay.” — ayvwcta (except 
here, only in 1 Cor. xv. 34) is the self-caused lack of any com- 
prehension. of the Christian life. Because they are without 
this, they in their foolishness (hence ddpdvov dvOpérev) 
imagine that its characteristic is not dya0oroseiv, but Kako- 
crovetv. Beda incorrectly limits of dppoves dvOpwrros to those 
persons in authority ; but the reference is rather quite general 
to the cataXaXdovrtes, ver. 12. 

Ver. 16. as édevOepor] is not, as Lachm., Jachmann, Steiger, 
Fronmiiller think, to be joined with what follows (ver. 17)? 
but with a preceding thought; either with ayaforoobytas 
(Beda, Luther, Calvin, Wiesinger, Hofm.), or with UTOTaYNTE 
(Chrys. Oecum., Gerhard, Bengel, de Wette, Schott, etc.). 


1 Calvin very aptly puts it: Objici possit: reges et alios magistratus saepe 
sua potentia abuti; respondeo, tyrannos et similes non facere suo abusu, quia 
maneat semper firma Dei ordinatio. 

2 Hofmann justly says: ‘‘We cannot think of joining ver. 16 with ver. 17, 
for its contents would not suit révras cihoure—even should it be connected with 
this only (Fronmiiller), which is quite impossible—not to speak of thy ddcage. 
rnra OF roy Ozdy Popeiobs,” 
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The latter of these connections deserves the preference, not 
because in the former a change of construction would take 
place, but because the special point to be brought out here 
was, that the freedom of the Christians was to be manifested 
in submission to (heathen) authorities. What follows shows 
this, inasmuch as those Christians who had not attained unto 
true freedom, might easily be led to justify their opposition to 
those in power on the ground of the liberty which belonged 
to them in Christ. @s édevepos states the position which 
the Christians are to take up inwardly towards the authori- 
ties; their subjection is not that of dodA00, since they recog- 
nise them as a divine ordinance for the attainment of moral 
ends. — cal pn os émikdduppa éyovtes THS KaKias THY 
érevOepiay| Kai is epexegetical: “and that,’ since what 
follows defines the idea éAevOepos first negatively and then 
positively. — es belongs not to émcaduppa, but to éyovtes: 
“and that not as those who have.” — émtxddvppa is the more 
remote, 77v €devPepiay the proximate, object of éyovtes: 
“who have the édevOepia as the émixdduppa tT. Kak.” — 
eTikddvpa, aa. Ney.; for its original meaning, cf. Ex. xxvi. 14, 
LXX.; here used metaphorically (cf. Kypke in loc). The 
sense is: “not as those to whom their freedom serves as a 
covering for their xaxia” (cf. 2 Pet. ii, 19; Gal. v. 13), we. 
who seek to conceal their wickedness by boasting of their 
Christian freedom. This is the exact reverse of the Phari- 
saism of those who seek to conceal the wickedness of the heart 
by an outward conformity to the law. — adX as SoddAov Ocod] 
expresses positively the nature of the truly free. True liberty 
consists in the Sovrela Ocod (Rom. vi. 16 ff.) ; it refers back 
to the 70 OéAnwa Tod Oecod, and further still to dca xdpcov. 

Ver. 17. Four hortatory clauses suggested to Peter by the 
term aya0orovodytas ; in the last he returns, by way of con- 
clusion, to the principal theme. In the first three there is a 
climax.” — rdvras tTyunoate] ravTas must not, with Bengel, be 

1 It is not probable that Peter here refers, as Weiss (p. 349) thinks, to the 
words of Christ, Matt. xvii. 27, since they apply to circumstances altogether 
different from those mentioned here ; see Meyer in loc. 

* To distribute these four exhortations over ‘the two provinces of life: the 


natural and civil, and the spiritual and ecclesiastical communities” (Schott), is 
warranted neither by what precedes nor by anything the clauses themselves 
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limited to those: quibus honos debetur, Rom. xiii. 7) nor to 
those who belong to the same state (Schott); it expresses totality 
without any exception. — tyudv is not equivalent to tmordo- 
cecOas (de Wette); but neither is it equal to, civiliter tractare 
(Bengel) ; the former is too strong, the latter too weak; it is 
the opposite, positively stated, of xaradpovely, and means: to 
recognise the worth (teu) which any one possesses, and to act 
on the recognition (Briickner, Weiss, Wiesinger, Schott). 
This exhortation is all the more important for the Christian, 
that his consciousness of his own dignity can easily betray 
him into a depreciation of others. It refers to the teu which 
is due to man as man, and not first in respect of any particular 
position he may hold (Flacius: unicuique suum locum et debita 
officia exhibete.) — tyv adeAdornta ayatrate] adeAorns, also 
in chap. v. 9, corresponding to our: brotherhood, z.c. the totality 
of the Christian brethren, cf. tepdtevya vv. 5, 9. The apparent 
contradiction of Matt. v. 44, here presented, where love to 
enemies is also enjoined, is to be explained on the following 
principle: that the aydzn is differently conditioned, according 
as it has different objects. In perfect harmony with its 
inmost nature, it can exist only between Christians, for only 
among them is there community of life in God, ef. chap. i. 22. 
Pott interprets aya7rdv here superficially by “entertain goodwill 
to.” — roy Oedv oBeicGe] cf. chap.i. 17; a command not only 
of the Old, but of the New Testament, inasmuch as a lowly awe 
before the holy God is an essential feature of the filial rela- 
tion to God. — Tov Baoidéa Tywate] Reiteration of the com- 
mand (ver. 13) as a conclusion to the whole passage ; cf. Prov. 
xxiv. 21, do8o0d tov Occv, vie, kai Bacirdéa. — Tiare has here 
the same meaning as previously: “show to the king the 


contain. —Hofmann, who denies the climax, determines the relation of the four 
maxims to each other in a highly artificial manner. He holds that the second 
sentence is in antithesis to the first, and the fourth to the third; that the first 
is akin to the fourth, and the second to the third ; that in the first stress is laid 
on réyrus, whilst on the second, on the other hand, it lies not on adcagernra., 
but on dyevrues, and that in the first antithesis it is the jist member that is 
emphatic, in the second it is the last. 

1 In like manner Hornejus: non de omnibus absolute loquitur, quasi omnes 
homines etiam pessimi honorandi sint, sed de iis, quibus honor propter potes- 
tatem quam habent, competit. 
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respect which pertains to him as king;” what that is the 
apostle has explained in ver. 13. Hornejus * incorrectly thinks 
that in the conjunction of the last two commands, he can here 
discover an indication of the limits by which obedience to the 
king is bounded.—The difference in the tenses of the impera- 
tive; in the first exhortation the imperat. aor., in the three others 
the imperat. pres., is to be regarded as accidental, rather than 
as in any way arising from the substance of the command.’ 
Ver. 18. An exhortation to the slaves, extending from this 
verse to the end of the chapter. — of oixérav] ofxérns, properly 
speaking, “a domestic,” a milder expression for dodd0s. It is 
improbable that Peter employed this term in order to include 
the freedmen who had remained in the master’s house (Steiger). 
—ot otk. is vocative; nor is chap. i. 3 (as Steiger thinks) opposed 
to this. — troraccopevor] It is quite arbitrary to supply 7re 
(Oecumenius, etc.), or to assert that the participle is used here 
instead of the imperative. The participle rather shows that the 
exhortation is conceived of as dependent on a thought already 
expressed ; not on ver. 17 (de Wette), but on ver. 13, which 
vy. 11 and 12 serve to introduce ; trotdynte . . . Kvptov, the 
institution of the household implied in the relation of servant 
to master, is comprehended in the general term 1aca avOpar. 
KTiots. — év Tavtt PoB@] PoBos (vid. i. 17) is stronger than 
reverentia, it denotes the shrinking from transgressing the 
master’s will, based on the consciousness of subjection, cf. Eph. 
vi. 52 Doubtless this shrinking is in the case of the 
Christian based on the fear of God, but the word ¢dBos does 
not directly mean such fear, as Weiss (p. 169) holds and seeks 
to prove, especially from the circumstance that Peter in chap. 
iii. 6, 14 condemns the fear of man, forgetting, however, that 
this fear too may be of different kinds, cf. in loco. — avr is 
intensive. mas $oBos is: every kind of fear; a fear wanting 


1 Explicat Petr. quomodo Caesari parendum sit, nempe ut Dei interim timori 
nihil derogetur. 

? Hotmann’s view is purely arbitrary : that in the foremost clause the aorist is 
put because, in the first place, and chiefly, it is required to honour all ; and after 
this, that the Christian should love his brethren in Christ. Nor can it be at all 
supported by Winer’s remarks, p. 294[K. T. 394]. 

* Thus, too, in substance Schott: “Fear in general, as it is determined by the 
circumstances here mentioned.” 


CHAP. II. 19. #35 


in nothing that goes to make up true fear. — Tois Seocotaus] 
ef. 1 Tim. vi. 1, Tit. ii. 9, equals rots xupious, Eph. vi. 5; Col. 
iii, 22.— od povov tots dyabois Kai érvexéow, dNXA Kal Tobs 
exonois] The moral conduct of the servant, which consists 
in utotdccecOat towards the master, must remain unchanged, 
whatever the character of the latter may be; the chief 
emphasis, however, rests here on dAAd Kat Tois ox, — ayabot 
here is equal to “kind ;” for écrvetxnys, cf. 1 Tim. iii. 3; it 
does not mean “ yielding” (Fronmiiller), but, properly speaking, 
one who “acts with propriety,’ then “ gentle.” — oxorz0s, lite- 
rally, “crooked,” “bent,” the opposite of straight, denotes 
metaphorically the perverse disposition; Phil. ii. 15, synony- 
mous with dvectpapupévos ; in Prov. xxviii. 18, 0 oxodvais odois 
mopevopevos forms the antithesis to 6 wopevopevos Suxalas (cf. 
Luke iii. 5). It has the same force in the classics (Athen. 
xv. p. 695; cxorsa ppoveiv, opp. to ed0éa ppoveiv). It denotes, 
therefore, such masters as conduct themselves, not in a right, 
but in a perverse manner towards their servants—are hard 
and unjust to them; Luther’s “capricious” is inexact.’ 

Ver. 19. tovro yap yapus, et] The ground of the exhorta- 
tion. Todro refers to the clause beginning with ei. — yapus 
has not the special meaning “grace” here, as if it were to be 
explained, either with the older commentators: gratiam con- 
cilians; or as if by it were to be understood “the gift of 
grace” (Steiger: “it is to be regarded as grace, if one can 
suffer for the sake of God ;” so, too, Schott), or “the condition 
of grace” (Wiesinger: “in the dzrouévey is manifested the 
actual condition of grace”); for this expression is not parallel 
with «déos, ver. 12: and how can a summons be issued in a 
manner so direct, to the performance of a duty, by repre- 
senting it either as a gift of grace or a proof of a state of 
grace? Besides, Wiesinger alters the term “grace” into “sign 
of grace.”’—Some commentators, on account of ver. 20, explain 
xapus as synonymous with «)éos, but without any linguistic 
justification ; thus already Oecumenius (Calvin: idem valet 
nomen gratiae quod laudis; qui patienter ferunt injurias, ii 

1That Peter made special reference to heathen masters lies in the nature of 


the circumstances, but is not to be concluded from the adject. cxoasés (as opposed. 
to Schott). 
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laude digni sunt). In profane Greek xdpis denotes either 
the charm or the loveliness, or also the favour which one person 
has for another (to which are linked on the meanings, expres- 
sions of goodwill and thanks). Both senses are to be found 
in the Scriptures.’ If the first signification be adopted, the 
enduring of the adversity of which Peter here speaks is 
characterized as something lovely; and so Cremer (see under 
apes, p. 576) seems to take it. But it is more natural to 
hold by the second sense, and to explain “this is favour,’ as 
equal to “ this causes favour”. Several interpreters explain 
xapis as equal directly to “delight,” substituting for the 
substantive the adjective “well- pleasing,” and supplying 
mapa 7 Oc@ from ver. 20. Thus Gerhard: hoc est Deo 
eratum et acceptum; de Wette: “Favour with God, ae. well- 
pleasing before God;” so, too, Hofmann. But both of these 
are open to objection. Hofmann no doubt gives as the 
ground of his supplement: “that the slave who lived up to 
the apostle’s injunction has to look for the approval of none.” 
This is, however, surely an unjustifiable assertion. It is not 
clear why Peter did not add the words supplied if he had 
them in his mind; ydpus and «déos in ver. 20 are therefore— 
in consideration of vv. 12 and 15—to be taken quite generally. 
The following clause indicates a good behaviour, by which 
the xataXanria of the heathen is to be put to silence. — e¢ dua 
cuveldnow Ocod trodéper x.7.r.] ef refers back to rodto; dia 
cuvelonowv Ocod is placed first by way of emphasis. cuveidnors 
@cod is neither “God’s knowledge of us” (Morus: quia Deus 
conscius est tuarum miseriarum; similarly Fronmiiller: “on 
account of the knowledge shared by God, since God knows 
all”), nor is it “conscientiousness before God” (Stolz); but 
@cod is the object. genit. (cf. 1 Cor. viii. 7; Heb. x. 2), there- 
fore the meaning is: the (duty-compelling) consciousness of 
God. Calov: quia conscius est, id Deum velle et Deo 
gratum esse; so, too, de Wette, Schott, etc. A metonymy does 
not require to be assumed (Grotius: per metonymiam objecti 


' Xdps has the first meaning, Ps. xlv. 3; Prov. i. 9, x. 32, etc.; also Ecclus, 
vii. 19, etc. ; in the N. T. Luke iv. 22; Col. iv. 6, ete. The second significa- 
tion, Prov. xxii. 1, etc.; in the N. T. Luke i. 30, ii. 52; Acts ii. 47, ete. 
Cf. besides Cremer and Wahl: Clavis libr. V. T. apocryphi. 
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dicitur conscientia ejus, quod quis Deo debet). Steiger intro- 
duces what is foreign to it when he extends the idea so as to 
include the conscious knowledge of the divine recompense. In 
dua cuverd. Ocod is expressed substantially the same thought as 
in @s Oeod Sodrou, ver. 16, and dua 7. Kvpsov, ver. 13; Sid Thy 
ovveldnow without Ocod is to be found in Rom. xiii. 5. — b7ro- 
Epes Tis Avtras] brodéepew: “to bear the burden put on one;” 
the opposite of succumbing under a burden, cf. 1 Cor. x. 13, 
2 Tim. iii. 11; nevertheless, the apostle seems here to have in 
mind more the antithesis to being provoked to anger and 
stubbornness (Hofmann).— Avmae here: outward afflictions. 
—racxov adikws] “ whilst (not although) he suffers wrong 
(from the master, z.e. undeserved on the part of the slave).”— 
It is not suffering itself, but patient endurance in the midst of 
undeserved suffering, and that dca cvveidnow Oecod, which Peter 
calls a yapis.—This thought, general in itself, is here applied 
to the relation’ of servant to master. 

Ver. 20. zotov yap xréos] Gerhard: interrogatio respondet 
h. 1. negationi; this interrogation brings out the nothingness, 
or at least the little value of the object in question; cf. Jas, 
iv. 14; Luke vi. 32. — kréos, not sc. ev@mov Tov Ocod (Pott), 
but quite generally, for the thought “refers back to the point 
of view, stated in vv. 12-15, from which this exhortation is 
given ” (Wiesinger). — e@ dpaptdvovtes kal Koradibopevoe 
umropuevetre] The two participles stand in the closest connec- 
tion with each other, so that duapravey is to be conceived as 
the cause of the coradpifecGar. Luther's translation is accord- 
ingly correct: “if ye suffer punishment on account of your 
evil deeds ;” the only fault to be found with this is, that it 
weakens the force of the idea trropévery. — bropévew is 
synonymous with iwodépew ; the sense is: “it is no glory to 
show patience in the suffering of deserved punishment.” The 
view of de Wette, that Peter referred only “to the reluctant, 
dull endurance of a criminal who cannot escape his punish- 
ment,” misses the apostle’s meaning, and is correctly rejected 
by Briickner and Wiesinger. Steiger remarks justly: “that 
when any one endures patiently deserved punishment, he is 
only performing a duty binding on him by every law of right 
and authority.” “dromevetre is in the future with reference to 


138 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER. 


the standpoint of the exhortation” (Wiesinger). — coragifew : 
apud LXX. non occurrit, in N. T. generaliter pro plagis ac 
percussionibus. Matt. xxvi. 67; 1 Cor. iv. 11; 2 Cor. xii. 7 
(Gerh.) ; the strict signification is “to give blows with the 
fist, or slaps on the ear.” Bengel: poena servorum eaque 
subita. — GAN ed ayaborowotvTes Kal macxovTes UTopeveire] 
The interpretation of Erasmus: si quum beneficiatis et tamen 
affligamini, suffertis, is incorrect, for between dyafor. and 
macy. there exists the same relationship as between apap- 
tdvovres and Koradibouevos ;' Luther correctly: “if ye suffer 
on account of good-doing;” cf. iii, 17.— TodTo yap yapss 
mapa Oce] before these words—ydp is the correct reading 
—the apodosis taken out of zrofov xdéos: “this is true 
praise,” must be added to what precedes, and these words 
form the basis of an argument in which todro refers to e 
aya0orovobyTes . . . vmopevetre. The meaning is: because 
this in God’s sight is a yadpis (not equal to: in the judgment 
of God, ef. Luke ii. 52), therefore it. is a «Xéos. 

Ver. 21 gives the ground of the exhortation to bear 
undeserved suffering patiently, by a reference to the sufferings 
of Christ. — e’s todto yap éxAyj@nte] efs tTodTo refers to et 
ayaborroodvtes . . . UTouevette. Many interpreters incorrectly 
make it apply only to suffering as such; but, as Hemming 
rightly remarks: omnes pii vocati sunt, ut patienter injuriam 
ferant.—The construction with eés occurs frequently ; ef. Col. 
ii. 15; 2 Thess. ii, 14.—In harmony with the connection, 
ot oixétat is to be thought of as the subject to é«AnOnte; 
accordingly it is the slaves in the first instance, not the 
Christians in general, who are addressed (as in chap. iii. 9, 
14, 17); but as this kAnOjvar applies to them not as slaves 
but as believers, it holds true at the same time of all Christians. 
— 6r. kal Xproros émabev brrép tuav] ote: such suffering is 
part of a Christian’s calling, for Christ also suffered: érabev 


' Nor is this relation sufficiently perceived by Schott in his explanation: “‘if 
they show patience under ill-treatment which accompanies good conduct.” In 
urging against the interpretation given, that “‘if zyeéoroeiy apply to the labour 
of servants, then, that which the slave suffers is not caused by his actions,” 
Hofmann has failed to observe (1) that the context does not render the idea of 
servants’ work only necessary ; (2) that the well-doing of the Christian was not 
always in harmony with heathen views ; cf. chap. iv. 4. 


CHAP. IL. 21. 139 


is here the emphatic word; and with it «aé also must be 
joined (which Fronmiiller erroneously interprets by “even ”). 
Wiesinger incorrectly takes cai with érabev imép tydv in this 
sense, that, as Christ suffered for us, “so we should endure 
affliction for Him, for His sake, and for His honour and 
glory in the world,” thus introducing a thought foreign to the 
context. The obligation to suffer under which we who are 
Christ's people are laid, from the very fact that Christ also 
suffered, is for us all the greater that the sufferings of Christ 
were vu7ép jpyov (not: av? yyev, but “for our advantage ”), 
and therefore such as enable us to follow the example which 
He has left us in His sufferings. Inasmuch as t7ép tuov 
implies that Christ suffered not for His own sins, but for 
ours, we are no doubt justified in recognising these sufferings 
as undeserved, but not in concluding, with Hofmann, that i7rép 
vpov is meant to mark only the undeservedness of Christ’s 
sufferings. — tyiv troduumdvev troypaupov| trodwrave, 
am. rey. Another form of dzrodcirw (used of the leaving 
behind at death, Judith vui. 7). Bengel: in abitu ad patrem. 
iTroypapmos (a7. Aey.): specimen, quod imitentur, ut pictores 
novitiis exemplaria dant, ad quae inter pingendum respiciant : 
equivalent in sense to wtddevypa, John xiii. 15 (ros ; 
2 Thess. iii. 9). It is not Christ’s life in general that is 
here presented by way of example, but the patience which 
He showed in the midst of undeserved sufferings.’ The 
participle is connected with érafev tm. tu. as giving the 
nearer definition of the latter: He thus suffered, as in doing so 
to leave you an example, withal to the end that, etc.” — ta 
émakodov0nonte Tois tyverw avtod] Sicut prior metaphora a 
pictoribus et scriptoribus, ita haec posterior petita est a viae 
duce (Gerhard); with éaxon. cf. 1 Tim. v. 10, 24. — iyvos, 


1 Wherever Scripture presents Christ as an example, it does so almost always 
with reference to His self-abasement in suffering and death ; Phil. ii. 5 ; John 
xiii. 15, xv. 12; 1 John iii. 16; Heb. xii. 2. Only in 1 John ii. 6 is Christ 
presented as an example in the more general sense. 

2 Hofmann wrongly asserts that ‘‘ivz stands only in place of an infinitive 
clause, as after 2vroa% (John xiii. 34), Bovaa (Acts xxvil. 42),” inasmuch as ‘‘ dxo- 
ypuwwos is no more than a direction to do likewise.” But this interpretation 
of scroypaypes is erroneous, and therefore iva traxorovdirnrs cannot be resolved 
into an infinitive clause. 
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besides here, in Rom. iv. 12 (crouyety rots iyveot) and 2 Cor. 
xil. 18 (wepurratety tots tyvect). 

Ver. 22. The first feature in the exemplary nature of 
Christ’s sufferings: His innocence. — After Isa. lili. 9, LXX.: 
dvouiay ovK émoince, ovde Sorov ev TH oTOmaTL adtod (Cod. 
Alex. oté ebpé0n Soros év tH ot. adtovd). Gerhard: nec 
verbo nec facto unquam peccavit. The second half of the 
sentence expresses truth in speech. With d0dos, cf. chap. ii. 1, 
John i. 48. For the difference between etpioxecOac and 
elvat, cf. Winer, p. 572 [E. T. 769]. 

Ver. 23. The second feature: the patience of Christ in 
His sufferings. A reference, however slight, to Isa. liii. 7, 
cannot but be recognised.— ds Aowopovpevos ode avyTEoLddpet, 
Tacxwov ovx Hnmetder] De Wette and Wiesinger rightly draw 
attention to the climax between Aoidop. and macywv, avTenotsd. 
and ether; Aovdopia omnis generis injuriae verbales, ma6x- 
pata omnis generis injuriae reales (Gerhard). — dvtir006. 
dim. rey.; cf. avtimetpéw, Luke vi. 38. — srreirev is here. used 
of threat of vengeful recompense. The announcements of 
divine judgment on unbelievers, to which Christ more than 
once gave expression, are of a different nature, and cannot be 
considered as an dzretXeZv, in the sense in which that word is 
here used. Comp. with this passage the exhortation of the 
apostle, chap. ili, 9.— capedidov 5é TH xKpivovts Sixatws] 
mapedidov not in a reflexive sense: “He committed Himself” 
(Winer p. 549 [E. T. 738]; de Wette),’ neither is causam 
suam (Gerhard, etc.) nor kpiow (from xplvovte) to be supplied ; 
the supplement is rather AoopodcAas and macyew (Wiesinger, 
Schott). Luther’s translation is good: “ He left it to Him.”? 
— Didymus arbitrarily understands capedidov of Christ’s 
prayer for His enemies;* the meaning is rather that Christ 


1 In Mark iv. 29, too, to which de Wette appeals, rapadidove: has no reflexive 
force; see Meyer on this passage. 

* The Vulg. strangely translates: tradebat judicanti se injuste; according to 
which Lorinus interprets : tradidit se Christus sponte propriaque voluntate tum 
Judaeis, tum Pilato ad mortem oblatus. Cyprian (de bono patientiae) and 
Paulinus (Zp. 2) quote the passage as it stands in the Vulg. Augustin (Tract. in 
John xxi.) and Fulgentius (ad Trasimarch. lib. 1.), on the other hand, have juste. 

3 From the fact that Christ’s prayer is not mentioned here, de Wette unwar- 
rantably concludes that it was unknown to the writer of the epistle. 
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left it to the God who judges justly to determine what should 
be the consequences of the injustice done to Him on those 
who wrought it. That His desire was only that they should 
be punished, is not contained in qapedidov (similarly Hof- 
mann). Consequently the reference formerly made in this 
commentary to Jer. xi. 20, xx. 12, as illustrative of the 
passage, is erroneous. With 7d duxaiws xpivovti, cf. chap. 
i. 17: Tov drpocwrodnTTes Kpivovta, “a direct designation 
of God, whose just judgment is the outcome of His being” 
(Wiesinger). 

Ver. 24. A further expansion of the trép tuay, ver. 21. — 
Os Tas dpaptlas judy adtos avnveycev K.7.r.| “ Who Himself 
bore our sins on His body to the tree.’— és, the third relative 
clause ; though a climax too, cannot fail to be recognised 
here: He suffered innocently,—patiently (not requitinge evil 
for evil),—-vicariously, for us, still it must not be asserted that 
this third clause predicates anything of Christ in which He 
can be an example for us (Hofmann); the thought here 
expressed itself contradicts this assertion—The phraseology of 
this verse arose from a reference to the passage in Isa. liii., and 
the actual fulfilment of the prophecy herein contained. The 
words of that chapter which were chiefly present to the mind 
of the apostle, are those of ver. 12, LXX. «al adros dwaprtias 
Toray avyveyxe (NY2); cf. also ver. 11: Kal Tas dpaptias 
avTav avtos avoice (02D), and ver. 4: obtos Tt. dwaptias 
jpav pépe (SW). The Hebrew 82 with the accus. of the 
idea of sin, therefore: “to bear sin,” is equivalent to, “to 
suffer the punishment for sin,” either one’s own or that of 
another. Now, as avyjveyxe is in the above-quoted passage a 
translation of 83, its meaning is: “ He suffered the punish- 
ment for the sins of many.” '—This suffering of punishment 


1 It admits of no doubt that xvi in connection with NON or hy has the 
meaning above given; cf. Ley. xix, 17, xx. 19, xxiv. 15; Num. vy. 31, 
xiv. 84; Ezek. iv, 5, xiv. 10, xvi. 58, xxiii. 35, etc. (Lam. v. 7: 22D); 
generally, indeed, the LXX. translate this xv by AauBdvev, but also by 
xouiGev and eropipsv; in the passage quoted, Isa. li. 4, by gépev; in Num. 
xiy. 33,/as in Isa. liii. 12, by dvagépev. This proves how unwarranted Hofmann 
(Schriftbeweis, II. 1, p. 465, 2d ed.) is in saying “that in view of the Greek 
translation of Isa, liii. 11, 12, it is arbitrary to assume that dyapipsy means 
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is, in the case of the Servant of God, of such a nature that by 
it those whose the sin is, and for whom He endures the 
punishment, become free from that punishment; it is there- 
fore a vicarious suffering.’ Since, then, Peter plainly had 
this passage in his mind, the thought here expressed can be 
no other than this: that Christ in our stead has suffered the 
punishment we have merited through our sins, and so has 
borne our sins. But with this the subsequent él ro EdNop, 
which means not “on the tree,” but “on to the tree,’ does not 
seem to harmonize. Consequently it has been proposed to 
take dvagépew in the sense which it has in the phrase: 
avapépew te éml tO Ovovacrnpvoyv (cf. Jas. ii. 21; Lev. 
xiv. 20; 2 Chron. xxxv. 16; Bar. i.10; 1 Macc. iv. 53); cf 
ver. 5; where ro &UAov would be conceived as the altar 
(Gerhard: Crux Christi fuit sublime illud altare, in quod 
Christus se ipsum in sacrifictum oblaturus ascendit, sicut V. 
Testamenti sacrificia altari imponebantur). But against this in- 
terpretation, besides the fact that dvadép. is thus here taken in 
a sense different from that which it has in Isa. liii., there are the 
following objections: (1) That in no other passage of the N. T. 
is the cross of Christ represented as the altar on which He is 
offered ;? (2) That neither in the O. T. nor in the N. T. is sin 
anywhere spoken of as the offering which is brought up to the 


simply to carry.” Of course every one knows that in and of itself avegipesw does 
not mean ‘‘to carry ;” but from this it does not follow that the LXX. did not 
use it in this sense in the phrase above alluded to, the more so that they 
attribute to the word no meaning opposed to its classical usage; cf. Thue. 
Hii. 18: xwddvous dvapép.; Pol. i. 80: Qdavovs xai dia Bords dvadép., see Pape, s.v. 
évepipa, and Delitzsch, Komment. 2. Br. an die Hebr. p. 442.—Doubtless xva 
jy-ny, Ley. x. 17, is said of the priests bearing away sin (making atonement), 
put there the LXX. translate S25) by a@aipeiv, Plainly there can here be no 
allusion to the meaning “‘ to forgive sin.” 

1 Weiss is inaccurate when he asserts (p. 265) that the passages, Lev. 
xix. 17, Num. xiv. 38, Lam. v. 7, Ezek. xviii. 19, 20, allude to a vicarious 
suffering ; these passages, indeed, speak of a bearing of the punishment which 
the sins 3 others have caused, but this is suffering aah, not instead of others, 
without those who have done the sin being freed from its punishment. 

? Schott, whilst admitting the above, asserts ‘‘ that it will hardly be contra- 
dicted that in all the passages which speak of Christ’s death on the cross as a 
sacrifice, the cross must be presupposed to be that which served as altar.” This 
is decidedly to be contradicted, the more so that the animal sacrificed suffered 
death not upon, but before the altar. 
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altar.’ él 7d Eddxov might be explained by assuming a preg- 
nant construction, as in the Versio Syr., which runs: bajulavit 
omnia peccata nostra eaque sustulit in corpore suo ad 
erucem,” that is: “bearing our sins He ascended the cross.” 
But the assumption of such a construction is not necessary, 
since avadépew can quite well be taken to mean “carrying 
up,’ without depriving the word of the signification which it 
has in the passage in Isaiah, since “carrying up” implies 
“ carrying.” In no other way did Christ bear our sins up on 
to the cross than by suffering the punishment for our sins in 
the crucifixion, and thereby delivering us from the punish- 
ment. The apostle lays special stress on the idea of substitu- 
tion here contained, by the addition of adzés, which, as in Isa. 
li. 11, stands by way of emphasis next to yuav; but by év 
T@ coOpaTt avtov—not “in,’” but “on His body ”—we are 
reminded that His body it was on which the punishment was 
accomplished, inasmuch as it was nailed to the cross and died 
thereon. It is quite possible that this adjunct, as Wiesinger 
assumes, is meant at the same time to serve the purpose of — 
expressing the greatness of that love which moved Christ to 
give His body to the death for our sins; but that there is in 
it any special reference to the sacramental words of the Lord 
(Weiss, p. 273), is a conjecture which has nothing to support 

1 If-dyapipe» be here taken as equivalent to ‘‘to offer sacrifice,” as in Heb. 
vii. 27, not only would the thought—which Delitzsch (p. 440) terms a corrupt 
one—arise: per semet ipsum immolavit peccata nostra, but tx? +o vay would then 
have to be interpreted: ‘‘ on the cross.” Luther: ‘‘ who Himself offered in sacri- 
fice our sins on His body on the tree.” —Here, too, Schott admits what is said 
above, but seeks to destroy its force as a proof, by claiming for zyapépew the sense: 
“to present or bring up in offering,” at the same time supplying—as it seems-— 
as the object of offering, the body of Christ, which the expression of the apostle 
in no way justifies. 

2 Schott brings the baseless accusation against the circumlocution of the Syv. 
translation, ‘that in it peccata is to be taken differently in the first clause from 
the second;”’ in the former, as equivalent to ‘‘the punishment of our sin;” in 
the latter, as ‘‘ the sin itself,” for peccata has the same meaning in both members, 
although the bearing of the sins consists in the suffering of the punishment for 
them. Comp. Num. xiv. 33, where in the expression avoicoucs rv ropvsiay Yuy, 
the word sepyeiz has by no means the meaning ‘‘ punishment for fornication,” 
although dva@épey ray ropveiev means as much as ‘‘to suffer the punishment for 
fornication.” 

2 So, too, Schott, who interprets, ty +9 cedars as equal to “in His earthly 
bodily life”’(!). 
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it. The addition of éwt ro EvNov is explained by the fact 
| itself, since it is precisely Christ’s death on the cross that has 
' redeemed us from the guilt and power of our sins. Peter 
also uses the expression 7d &vdov to denote the cross, in his 
sermons, Acts v. 30, x. 39. It had its origin in the Old 
Testament phraseology, /Y, rendered £dAov by LXX., denoting 
the pole on which the bodies of executed criminals were 
sometimes suspended; cf. Deut. xxi. 22, 23; Josh. x. 26. 
Certainly in this way attention is drawn to the shame of the 
punishment which Christ suffered; but it is at least doubtful, 
since there is no reference to it in any way, whether Peter, 
like Paul, in Gal. iii. 13, used the expression with regard to 
the curse pronounced in Deut. xxi. 22 (as Weiss, p. 267, 
emphatically denies, and Schott as emphatically asserts). 
Bengel is entirely mistaken in thinking, that by the adjunct 
éri To EvXov the apostle alludes to the punishment of slaves 
(ligno, cruce, furca plecti soliti erant servi). 


Remark 1. The interpretation of many of the commentators 
is wanting in the necessary precision, Inasmuch as the two 
senses, which dévapépew has in the different phrases: dvagépen rac 
cwaprias and dvapéper 1 eal vr. buoimorgpiov, are mixed up with 
each other. Vitringa (Vix uno verbo gupacig Vocis dvapépey 
exprimi potest. Nota ferre et offere. Primo dicere voluit 
Petrus, Christum portasse peccata nostra, in quantum illa ipsi 
erant imposita. Secundo ita tulisse peccata nostra, ut ea secum 
obtulerit in altari), while drawing, indeed, a distinction between 
the two meanings, thinks that Peter had both of them in his 
mind, which of course is impossible. — Hofmann explains 
avaoepen ... ex) rd Ebrov on the analogy of the phrase: dvagépew 
ci éxl +d buoimorjpiov, Without, however, understanding the cross 
as the altar; the meaning then would be: “ He lifted up His 
body on to the cross, thereby bearing up thither our sins, that 
is to say, atoning for our sins.” Although Hofmann admits 
that Peter had in his mind the passage in Isaiah, he neverthe- 
less denies that dvjveyxe has here the same meaning as there. 
In his Schriftbeweis, Ist ed., he gives a similar interpretation, 
only that there he says: “ He took up our sins with Him, and 
so took them away from us.” He, however, justly adds that 
dvagépev has the same meaning here as in Heb. ix. 28. 
Wiesinger has adopted this interpretation, as also, in substance, 
Delitzsch, Hebraerbrief, p. 442 f. In the 2d edition of the 
Schriftbeweis, Hofmann has withdrawn this explanation; but, 
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on the other hand, he erroneously asserts that év«gépew here is 
“the dvagépev of Heb. vii. 27.” —Schott justly combats Hof- 
mann’s view, that the sufferings of Christ for our sins consisted 
essentially only in what befell Him as the result of our sins, 
and maintains, in opposition to it, the substitution of Christ. 
His own interpretation, however, of our passage is equally 
inadmissible, since he attributes to dvagépe the meaning: “to 
bring up or present in offering ;” yet adding to the idea of “ offer- 
ing” an object other than ézupriag which stands with dvjveyzey, 
thus giving to the one word two quite different references. 
Schott makes cdijua Xporod the object of “ offering,” taking it 
out of the supplementary clause: & + caéwar: airot; but this 
he is the less justified in doing, that he explains these words 
by “zn His earthly corporeal life.” — This is not the place to 
enter fully into Schott’s conception of the propitiation wrought 
by Christ’s death on the cross. Though it contains many 
points worthy of notice, it is of much too artificial a nature, 
ever to be considered a just representation of the views of the 
apostle—Luthardt interprets: “ He bore His body away from 
the earth up to God. No doubt it was not an altar to which 
Christ brought His body up; but the peculiarity lies precisely 
in this, that His body should at the same time hang on the 
accursed tree.” “Away from the earth to God” is evidently 
an addition; and had Peter wished to emphasize the cross as. 
the accursed tree, he would have added r7¢ zaraupéis." 

REMARK 2.—This interpretation agrees substantially with that 
given by de Wette-Briickner and Weiss; yet de Wette’s refer- 
ence to Col]. 1. 14 is inappropriate, inasmuch as that passage 
has a character entirely different, both in thought and expres- 
sion, from the one here under consideration. Weiss is wanting 
in accuracy when he says that “ Christ ascended the cross, and 
there bore the punishment of our sins,” since already in the 
sufferings which preceded the crucifixion, the bearing of our 
sins took place. — Nor can it be conceded to these commenta- 
tors that the idea of sacrifice was absent from the conception 
of the apostle. Its existence is erroneously disputed also in 
Isa. liii., in spite of the OWx, ver. 10. No doubt prominence is 
given, in the first instance, to the idea of substitution; but 
Weiss ought not to have denied that this thought is connected 
in the mind of the prophet, as in that of the apostle, with the 


1 Pfleiderer (p. 422) is entirely unwarranted in maintaining the sense to be: 
“‘ that Christ, by His death on the cross, took away, removed our sins, so that 
they no longer surround our life,” and ‘‘ that by this removal is meant, that we 
free our moral life and conduct from sin” (!), 
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idea of sacrifice, especially as he himself says that the idea of 
substitution is that upon which the sin-offering is based, Lev. 
xvii. 11. And was there any other substitutionary bearing of 
sin than in the sacrifice? It must not, however, be concluded 
that each word in the expression, and especially éx? rb Ebro, 
must have a particular reference to the idea of sacrifice. 


va tats duapriats amoyevouevor] Oecumenius: doyevo- 
pevot avtt Tov, atrobavovtes; cf. Rom. vi. 2, 11 (Gal. ii. 19). 
Bengel’s rendering: yiveoOav tuvds fieri alicujus dicitur servus, 
aro dicit sejunctionem; Germ. “to become without,’ which 
Weiss (p. 284) supports, is inappropriate here, since dzro- 
yiyvec@ac in this sense is construed with the genitive. For 
the dative, see Winer, p. 398 [E. T. 532]. tats dpaptias 
corresponds to the foregoing tas apaptias jwov. The use of 
the aor. part. shows that the being dead unto sin is the con- 
| dition into which we are introduced by the fact that Christ 
“Tas dpaptias jpav adtos aviveyxev x... The actions of 
the Christians should correspond with this condition ; this 
the apostle expresses by va... 7H Sixascocvvn Snooper; cf. 
Rom. vi. — ducavocdvn means here not: justification or 
righteousness, as a condition of him whose sins are forgiven, 
but it is the opposite of dwaptia: righteousness which consists 
in obedience towards God and in the fulfilling of His will. 
The clause, introduced here by the final particle #a (as in 
i. 18), does not give the primary aim of Christ’s substitutionary 
death : that, namely, of reconciliation, but further the design : 
that of making free from the power of sin. Weiss (p. 285) 
is wrong in thinking that Peter “did not here conceive the 
redemption as already completed in principle by the blood of 
Christ,” but “accomplished in a purely physiological way, by 
the impression produced by the preaching of His death and 
the incitement to imitation which’ it gave.” Thus Pfleiderer 
also. The refutation of this is to be found in what follows. 
—ov 76 porom. [avTod] iaOynre] Isa. lili. 5, LXX.; return 


1 In his Lehrbuch der bibl. Theol. (p. 172), Weiss only says: ‘It follows 
from ii. 24 that the being released from sin is certainly a consequence, but only 
the indirect consequence of the death of Christ. Because it has released us from 
the guilt of our former sins, the further consequence will be, that henceforward 
we will renounce those sins which He vicariously expiated,” 
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to the direct form of address: pow is, properly speaking, 
marks left by scourging (Sir. xxviii. 17, wAny) paatuyos 
Tout porwmas); therefore, taken strictly, the expression has 
reference to the flagellation of Christ only; but here it stands 
as a pars pro toto (Steiger) to denote the whole of Christ’s 
sufferings, of which His death was the culminating point. — 
By ia@n7e the apostle declares that, through the suffering of 
Christ (of course by the instrumentality of faith), the Chris- 
tians are translated from the sickness of a sinful nature into 
the health of a life of righteousness. 

Ver. 25. #re yap es mpoBata mravepevor|] This explana- 
tory clause (yap) points back, as the continuance in it of the 
direct address (éd@nre . . . #re) shows, in the first instance, to 
the statement immediately preceding 06 76 porwr idOyte, 
but at the same time also to the thought wa... TH Sexavootvy 
Sjowpev, to which that assertion is subservient. For the 
foregoing figure a new one is substituted, after Isa. liu. 6: 
LXX. ravtes os tpoBata érravnOnwev ; if tAavdpevos be the 
correct reading, then from it the nearer definition of rpoBata 
is to be supplied, the sheep are to be thought of as those 
which have no shepherd (Matt. ix. 36: ocel mpoPata pr 
éyovta mropéva ; comp. Num. xxvii. 17; 1 Kings xxii. 17). 
—For the figure describing the state of man separated in his 
sin from God, comp. Matt. xvii. 12,13; Luke xv. 4 ff — 
arn érrectpadyte viv] éreotpadyte is, in harmony with the 
uniform usage of Scripture, to be taken not in a passive 
(Wiesinger, Schott), but in a middle sense: “ye have turned 
yourselves.”* Luther translates: “but ye are now turned.” 
The word émvcrpépe means to turn oneself away from (a7é, 
é€x), towards something (zr, mpos, eis), (sometimes equal to: 
to turn round) ; but it is not implied in the word itself that 
the individual has formerly been in that place towards which he 
has now turned round, and whither he is going (therefore, in 
Gal. iv. 9, madw is expressly added). Weiss (p. 122) is 

1 Schott’s counter-remark: ‘‘The question is not here what they did, but 
what in Christ was imparted to them,” has all the less weight, that conversion, 
though the personal act of the Christian, must still be regarded as effected by 
Christ. Hofmann maintains, without the slightest right to do so, that in this 


passage the chief emphasis lies on the readers’ own act, though at the same time 
he correctly understands tw:erp/@nre in a middle sense. 
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therefore wrong when from this very word he tries to prove 
that by srouyv God, and not Christ, is to be understood, 
although the term sometimes includes in it the secondary idea 
of “back;” cf. 2 Pet. ii, 21, 22.— éat rov roméva nai éri- 
oKoTroy Tay \uyav vuav] cf. especially Ezek. xxxiv. 11, 12, 16, 
LXX.: eyo éx&ntiow Ta TpdoBata pov Kal éricKéromar ada, 
aaomep Entel 0 Tony TO Toiuvioy ad’Tod... Td TAAV@pEVOY 
amootpeww ; besides, with souunv, Ps. xxiii. 1; Isa, xl. 11. 
From the fact that in these passages God is spoken of as the 
shepherd, it must not be concluded, with Weiss, that zrovuny 
Kat éricxorros refers not to Christ, but to God. For not only 
has God, calling Himself a shepherd, promised a shepherd 
(Ezek, xxxiv. 24, LXX.: dvacrncw én’ adtods Towpéva eva 

. TOV SovrAoV pov Aavid, xxxvii. 24), but Christ, too, speaks 
of Himself as the good Shepherd ; and Peter himself, in chap. 
v. 4, calls Him dpycroujv. In comparison with these pas- 
sages, chap. v. 2 is plainly of no account. All interpreters— 
except Weiss—rightly understand the expressions here used 
as applying to Christ. The designation éwicxomos would all 
the more naturally occur to the apostle, as it was, like vrouuny, 
the name of the presidents of the churches who were, so to 
speak, the representatives of the One Shepherd and Bishop, 
the Head of the whole church. — trav >oyadv tudv belongs, 
as the omission of the article before éwicxo7rov shows, to both 
words; with the expression, cf. chap. i, 9, 22. 
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VER. 1. ai yuvaizes] Rec. after C K L P, etc. (Tisch. 7); Lachm. 
and Tisch. 8 omit ai, after A B; «i omitted perhaps in order 
to mark the vocative. — Almost all authorities (as also §), even 
Griesb., along with Lachm. and Tisch., support the reading 
zepondjoovres Instead of xepdndqowvras. The future conjunct., oc- 
curring only in later writers (see Winer, p. 72 [E. T. 89]), isto be 
found only in min.; it is put here because of ive; superfluously, 
however, as #vz in the N. T. is often construed cum. Ind., John 
xvi. 2; Rev. xxii. 14.— Ver. 3. gurroxijs rpingtiv nel cepidécews | 
Lachm. substitutes: gurAoxijs 4 xepidécewc, in C.— The most 
important authorities, however, support the usual reading 
(Tisch.).— Ver. 4. xpaéog xa! jovyiov] Rec. after AC LK PR, 
most min. Clem. Thph. etc. — Lachm.: jouxiov xa? xpgéos, in B, 
Vulg. Copt. etc. Instead of zpgéos, Tisch. reads cpuéws, cf. A. 
Buttmann, p. 23.— Ver. 5. Millius, without sufficient reason, 
regards the words: ai 2ariCovous éxi riv Ozév, aS Spurious, because 
they are not in the vss. Aethiop. — However, according to A 
B C, ete., and Lachm. and Tisch., <is should probably be read 
for éx7. The article ré, which is found almost only in min., 
must be deleted (Lachm. Tisch.), so that the original text pro- 
bably runs: ai éariZovous cfg ©zdv. Nreads wb sq. eri rbv Océ after 
the word éaurdés.— Ver. 6. baqnovce] Lachm.: trqxouev, is insuffi- 
ciently attested by B, Vulg.— Ver. 7. The Rec. cvyxrnpovowors 
(Tisch.) is found in several min. (3, 7,8, etc.),in Vulg. Syr. Aeth. 
Arm. Arr.,in Thph. Oec. Aug. etc. ; it is doubtfulifin B.* Ins 
we find at first hand: ovyxAnpovsuous, and as correction : ovyxnpo- 
vouors (according to Buttm.). In A C K L P, many min., several 
versions, and Hier., on the other hand, we find the nominative : 
ovyxAnpovéo1 (Lachm.). The opinion of critics as to which is 
the original reading, is much divided; almost all commentators 
prefer the fee. ; so, too, Reiche ; whilst Hofin. holds an opposite 
view. According to the handwriting, the nominative appears 
clearly to be the better attested reading; but for this see the 


1 Birch has given as the reading of B: cuyzAnpovoue, but has been accused of 
error by Majus. Buttm. in his ed. reads cuyxaxpovoua, and gives this also as the 
reading of B, On the other hand, in his Recensus lectt. Cod. yy, he gives cvyx2n- 
povijors as the reading adopted by him, 
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commentary on the verse. — A C** x, several min. Hier. add the 
adjective zamfrng to xdéprroc, which is probably taken from chap. 
iv. 10, but which Hofm. nevertheless considers genuine. — 
Instead of Rec. éxxérreodas, after C** K L, several min. and 
Theoph. (Tisch. 7), Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read, after A B 8, etc. : 
ivyaéarecbas (Tisch. 8: évx.), which Hofmann also considers the 
original reading. Both readings occur in Oec. It cannot be 
decided with certainty. Buttm., following B, has accepted the 
dative rats xpocevyais in place of the accus. rég rposeuyds. Gram- 
matically no objection can be raised (“so that no hindrance be 
given to your prayers ”); but as this reading is only found in B, 
it can hardly be considered the original one. — Ver. 8. racesé- 
gpoves] after A BC 8, etc., Syr. Erp. etc.; accepted even by Griesb. 
and Scholz instead of the g:Adégpoves of K and several min. In 
some Cod. both words are placed side by side, which may, 
according to Hofmann, be taken as the original reading. — 
Ver. 9. According to almost all authorities: A BC K 8, al, 
Syr. utr. Copt. etc., as also Lachm. and Tisch., e#déreg should be 
deleted. — Ver. 10. The ec. gives the pronoun aired after 
yaaoowy (K L P 8, etc.); in A B C and several min. it is 
wanting here, as also after ean; Lachm. and Tisch. have 
accordingly omitted it in both passages. — Ver. 11. After éxx2u- 
var several Codd.: A B C* have the particle 6¢ (Lachm. Tisch. 
7), which in the Rec. is wanting after C*¥* K L P X, ete. 
(Tisch. 8). The omission seems to be a correction. — Ver. 
12. of épdadruor] The article is wanting in A B C* K LP &s, ete; 
omitted by Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.; Griesb., too, regards of as 
doubtful. In the original passage, Ps. xxxiv. 16, LXX., it is 
wanting. — Ver. 13. @yAwrai] after A BC x, al. (Lachm. Tisch. 
8), instead of the Ree. wiunrai in K L P, several min. Oec. 
(Tisch.). jwinrai appears to be a correction. rot éyabod having 
been taken as masc., and C@yAwrai not being suitable thereto, 
winrai, following such passages as Eph. v. 1, 1 Thess. i. 6, 
very naturally presented itself; de Wette, Wiesinger, Reiche, 
Hofmann preter winras; Briickner and Schott: ZjAwras. Instead 
of tay... yévgots, B reads: ef... yévorode, as Buttm. notes, 
without, however, receiving it into the text. — Ver. 14. Instead 
of éA2’ <i in A and several min.: ¢i 62. — yd? rupaydyre, omitted 
in B L 43, but yet received into the text by Buttm. — Ver. 15. 
viv Gedy] Rec. after K L P, several min. Thph. Oec. Instead of 
this, Lachm. and Tisch. read ri» Xprorév (considered by Griesb. 
to be probably the genuine reading); attested by A BC x 7, 
al., Syr. utr. Copt. etc., Clem. Fulgent. The alteration to riv @zép 
is explained by Isa. viii. 13.— After ¢romor the Rec. adds 62; 
according to Tisch.’s statement, it stands in A K, etc., but not in 
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BCR, etc.; Buttm. affirms that it is also to be found in B; 
Tisch. 7 has retained it; Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have not. — 
In place of a/rotve, & has the correction: érarotvr.— A B 
C8 5, al., Copt. Syr. etc., have &rr& before werd, which Lachm. 
and Tisch. have justly accepted; it may be considered as the 
original, not only from the testimony of the authorities (it is 
wanting only in K L P, some min. and versions, in Oec. Beda), 
but also as being the more difficult reading.— Ver. 16. The 
reading which is best attested by the authorities is: @& @ xara- 
Aarodor dway wo xaxoroav,as in ACK, etc. Instead of the indi- 
cative, Rec. has the conjunctive: zarurudrdow. B, on the other 
hand, simply has zaraAadeiedz, which Tisch. has accepted; he is, 
however, hardly justified in doing so, as it is too insufficiently 
attested, and appears rather to be a correction for the purpose 
of making the passage less difficult (cf. Schott and Hofmann). — 
Ver. 17. <i ¢éAc:] justly accepted even by Griesb. instead of the 
Ree. <i dére1.— Ver. 18. yu, following upon awapridy in C** al., 
Syr. Arr. etc., has been accepted by Lachm. in his small edition ; 
it appears to have been inserted in consideration of iva tuts rpoou- 
yeyn r. ©. — Instead of the Rec. ¢rade in B K L P, pl. Thph. Oee. 
Aug. (Tisch. 7), A C8, 5, al., Cypr. Didym., several versions 
(Lachm. Tisch. 8) have daédave; de Wette - Briickner ex- 
plain dzédave to be a gloss, after Rom. v. 6, vi. 10; Heb. iv. 
27; to this Wiesinger agrees; it is, however, possible that zradev 
arose from chap. 1. 21, as Hofm. also thinks. According to 
Tisch., the reading of the Codd. A C* G before the verb is. imtp 
quay Vel iatp yuav; & has tate quay; but whether this addition 
be genuine, cannot with certainty be decided; it may equally 
well have been left out as superfluous, as added in order to 
give prominence to the peculiar significance of the death of 
Christ. — Instead of jué3 (A C K L, al., pl., several versions, 
etc., Lachm. Tisch. 8), B and several min. have dué&s (Tisch. 
7); insufficiently attested. In the original handwriting 8 has 
neither 7%; nor dués; in the correction: qué. In B rd Oh 
after spocwyéyn is wanting, for which reason Buttm. has omitted 
it. — rvebuari] accepted even by Griesb. instead of Rec: ra 
avetmart, — Ver. 20. dwe&edéyvero] undoubtedly the correct render- 
ing, instead of the drué é&edéero, which is hardly supported by 
any authority. Tisch. remarks: videtur ex conjectura Erasmi 
fluxisse, qui sic edidit inde ab ed. 2.— éa‘yas| Rec. after CK L 
P, many min. Thph. Oee. (Griesb. Scholz); Lachm. and Tisch., 
on the other hand, following A B x, al., Vulg. Orig. etc., have 
accepted éaiyo.  Grtyar seems to be a correction, because 
of the subsequent ~uyas,— Ver. 21. é] Rightly accepted by 
Griesb., instead of the reading in the ed. Elz.—In K, many 
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min. Thph. etc., the opening words—evidently as a correction 
for the sake of simplification—are thus transposed: 6 dyrizuzoy 
voy Suds od%e.—Instead of the 4ués in the Rec. (C K L, Copt. etc., 
Thph. Oec.), Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted iués(A B P &,several 
vss. and Fathers); doubtless rightly, as the change to juz can be 
explained on the principle that the more general jué seemed 
better suited to the context. Reiche prefers jué:.—Ver. 22. 
According to almost all authorities, the article rod stands before 
@z05 (Rec. Lachm. Tisch. 7); Tisch. 8, however, following B 
and &, has dropped it. 


Ver. 1. From here to ver. 6 an exhortation to wives. — 
opoiws] not simply particula transeundi (Pott); on account 
of the subsequent troraccopevar it stands related rather to 
the exhortation contained in what precedes; the participle 
here as in chap. ii. 18.—aé yuvaixes] Form of address, like 
ot otxéTas (as opposed to Steiger); vid. twov, ver. 2; Tav 
yuvatk@v (instead of tuwov) is used here, not because the 
thought is a general one (de Wette, Wiesinger), nor “ because 
Peter means to say that the heathen men should be won over 
by their own wives” (Schott), but because the apostle wishes 
clearly to point out how the wives too may be able to advance 
the kingdom of God. The words are addressed generally to 
all Christian wives, though, as the sequel shows, with special 
reference to those who have unbelieving husbands. — i7rotac- 
copevat Tots idtos avdpacw] idiows is used here, not by way 
of contradistinction (Glossa interl.: suis viris, non adulteris, 
or according to Calvin: ut Ap. castitatis uxores admoneat 
avocetque a suspectis obsequus virorum aliorum ; so, too, Fron- 
miiller), but only to express the idea of belonging together 
more strongly than the simple pronoun; cf. also Winer, 
p. 145 f. [E. T. 191 £.]—With the thought here expressed, ef. 
Eph. v. 22-24; Col. 1,18; 1 Tim. ii. 9. It is self-evident, 
—although many interpreters have discussed the question at 
considerable length,—that the subjection of the wife to the 
husband is of quite a different kind from that of the slave to 
the master. The apostle, however, does not go into the subject 
further, but contents himself with simply emphasizing that point.' 


1 For similar remarks of the ancients, see in Steiger; that of the humorist 
Philemon (in a Fragment, ver. 123) is particularly significant : dyadas yuvainds 
tori, @ Nixoorparn, un xpsirrov sivas ¢ avdpis, ZAR Oanxooy, 
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— iva kal et tives areBotar TE Adyo] Kal el, tc. “even then 
when,’ supposes not only a possible, but a particularly un- 
favourable case; that is to say, when men who are joined 
to Christian wives oppose the Adyos, even then may such be 
gained over by the Christian walk of their wives;! tues must 
be conceived as referring to heathen men with Christian wives. 
——With 76 oye, cf. chap. ii. 8.— The expression deOeiy 
denotes here, as in chap. ii. 7, not a simple negation only, 
(Pott: ad religionem christianam nondum accessisse), but an 
opposition to. — dua Ths Tv yvvatkdv avactpodis| éavTav 
must be supplied to yuvareay ; it is nob wives in general who 
are here meant, but only the wives of heathen husbands. — 
davactpogy ; quite generally: the Christian walk of women, 
with special reference, however, to their relation to their 
husbands; it is precisely obedience that most easily wins the 
heart.— avev Noryou] Huss incorrectly: sine verbo praedicationis 
publicae (so, too, Fronmiiller); the words are used here to 
emphasize more strongly dvd Tis . . . dvactpopjs, and must 
be held to refer to the conduct of wives (de Wette, Wiesinger). 
Schott wrongly unites dvev Adyou with the preceding rHjs . 

avactpogys into one idea; Peter could never have meant to say 
that the walk of women should be a silent one. The apostle’s 
thought is this: if the husbands oppose the Word, the wives 
should all the more diligently seek to preserve a Christian 
walk, in order by it to win over their husbands, even without 
words, zc. “ without preaching and exhortation on their part” 
(de Wette). Oecumenius incorrectly refers these words to 
the conduct of husbands in the sense: cessanti omni verbo et 
contradictione. — xepdnOjcovrar] that is to say, for the faith, 
and by it for the kingdom of God; ef. 1 Cor. ix. 19 ff; so, 
too, Schott indeed, who, however, unjustifiably thinks that the 
apostle’s meaning is, that the preservation of the marriage 
relation is the primary object which is to be attained by the 


1 Hofmann maintains that if the protasis be thus understood, the apodosis is 
not suited to it, ‘‘inasmuch as no other case could be supposed in which the 
husband could be won, without words, by the conduct of his wife, than that of 
his being disobedient to the Word,” and that the difficulty can only be removed if 
el zives be interpreted as equal to c/rves, But the difficulty Hofmann alludes to 
clearly still remains, though in fact it has no existence if only the idea arsdotos 
receive the precision it is entitled to. 
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good behaviour of the wives. On the indic. with wa, ef. 
Winer, p. 269 ff. [E. T. 361]. 

Ver. 2. éromrevcavtes tiv ev ho8o ayvnv dvactpopiy 
ipav] for érorr., cf. chap. ii. 12. The participial clause here 
serves as a further explanation of the preceding 81a «.7.r. — 
ayvos: “ chaste,’ in the full extent of the word, not only in 
contradistinction to topvefa proper, but to whatsoever violates 
the moral relation of the subjection of the wife to her 
husband. This dyvela is determined by év ¢o8@ (not equal to, 
in timore Dei conservato: Glossa interl.; Grotius too, Bengel, 
Jachmann, Weiss, Fronmiiller, etc., understand by oBos here 
the “fear of God”), as connected in the closest possible way 
with the shrinking from every violation of duty towards the 
husband ;* cf. chap. ii. 18. 

Ver. 3. av éctw] The genitive @y does not depend on a 
xoopnos to be supplied from the predicate o d&wOe... 
xoopos (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann); such a con- 
struction, arbitrary in itself, is here entirely inadmissible on 
account of the remoteness of the predicate, from which the 
idea wanting is to be taken. The genitive is rather ruled by 
éoTw. elvat Twos expresses, as usual, the relation of belong- 
ing to; the sense is therefore: “whose business let it be,” ae. 
who have to occupy themselves with.” — ody 6 é€wOev x.7.r.] 
As often in our epistle, the negative preceding the positive. — 
o é€wGev is closely joined together with xdcpos. The genitives 
which stand between, and are dependent on xédcpos, serve to 
determine the idea more precisely ; their position immediately 
after o éw@ev is explained from the intention of the writer 
to lay special emphasis on them, since it belongs to women to 
take pleasure in adorning themselves in this wise. The 

1 Schott unwarrantably maintains that in this interpretation it is not dvacrpoo4 
which is more precisely defined by the homogeneous adjectival expression 2» 976 
ayn, but ayvn dveorp. by ty Goby. 

2 When Hofmann would advance against this construction that the affirmative 
subject (ver. 4) is not suitable to it, ‘‘ since it may be said of the hidden man of 
the heart, that it should be the woman’s adornment, but not that it should be 
her business, for she herself is that hidden man,” it must be observed in reply 
that it is noté xpurcis . . . a&vbpwares in itself, but 6 xpumros . . . avbpwmos tv rw 
agbdpry x.7.2., Which is to be taken as that which should be characteristic of 


women ; as Hofmann also in his expositions says, the adornment of women is 
not indicated by the simple, but by the compound expression. 
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whole expression is to be interpreted thus: “ outward adorn- 
ment wrought by the plaiting of hair, the wearing of gold, or 
the putting on of apparel.” — éumdony, am. rey. (in the 
passage specially to be compared with this, 1 Tim. ii. 9, mréy- 
pata is used), not: “the plaits,” but “the plaiting ;” it is an 
active idea, like wepi@eois and évdvous ; “ these verbalia de- 
scribe the vain occupation of worldly women” (Wies.); yptova 
are golden ornaments generally. — The last two members of the 
clause, united by 7, are connected with the first by «a/, because 
they have reference to things which are put on the body. 

Ver. 4. As antithesis to what precedes, dAX’ 6 omOev Koo pos 
would have been expected; instead of this, however, the 
author at once states in what that adornment does consist. 
— 06 KpuTtos Ths Kapdias advOpwros] does not mean: the 
virtutes christ. quas Spir. s. per regenerationem in homine 
operatur (Gerhard; so, too, Wiesinger and Fronmiiller), for 
here there is no mention either of the Holy Ghost or of 
regeneration. It denotes simply the zmner man, in contradis- 
tinction to the outward man (so, too, de Wette, Briickner, 
Weiss, Schott, Hofmann); xpumrés, antithesis to éEwOev, ver. 3; 
cf. 6 éow avOp., Rom. vii. 22; Eph. iii. 16; 6 érwOer, sc. avOp., 
2 Cor. iv. 16; ef., too, such expressions as: Ta KpuTtTa THs 
Kapodias, 1 Cor. xiv. 25, and ra xpurra tév avOp., Rom. ii. 16. 
The apostle selected the expression xpumtos as a contrast to 
the conspicuous adornment formerly spoken of. tijs xapdias 
is not gen. qualitatis (Schott) ; xapdéa itself denotes no quality; 
it is the genitive of apposition subjoined, in that capdia is the 
seat of the feeling and the disposition. — év 76 dpOdpt@e] To 
apOaprov, substantive (like P@apra, chap. i. 18), “ the imperish- 
able” (incorrectly, Hofmann: év 76 adOdpre, sc. Kocpe), in 
contrast to the perishable ornaments above mentioned. The 
prepos. év points out the sphere in which the inner hidden 
-man should move. If“ dv 0 xécpos éotw” be supplied after 
aAna, then “ év is to be joined with it, so as to show in what, 
and with what, this their inward hidden man should be their 
ornament” (Schott; so, too, Hofmann). — tod mpgéos Kat 
jovxlov mvevpatos] a more exact definition of the dp@apzov; it 
denotes not the wv. &y:ov of God, but the spirit of man. The 
meck and quiet spirit (here emphasized with special reference 


156 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER. 


to broracoopevot, ver. 1) is that “ imperishable,” in which the 
hidden life of woman should exist and move.'—6 éotuy évatrvov 
tov Ocov wodvterés] 6 does not apply to the whole (Grotius), 
nor to T@ apOaptw (Bengel, Pott, Steiger, Schott), since it is 
self-evident that the dfOaprov is in God's eyes mroAvtenés. It 
is to be taken with the immediately preceding: mvevpatos (de 
Wette, Wiesinger). Such a vedua is, in the judgment of 
God (1 Tim. ii. 3), woAuredés (Mark xiv. 3; 1 Tim. ii. 9), 
whilst outward adornment, worthless to the divine mind, 
possesses a value only in the eyes of men.? 

Vv. 5, 6. odrw yap] ground for the exhortation: dy éora, 
etc., by the example of the saintly women of the O. T. ottw 
refers back to what precedes. —oré Kal ai dyas yuvaixes | 
moré, 1.c. in the time of the Old Covenant.—dyvat: because they 
belonged to the chosen people of God (Schott), and their life 
was sanctified and consecrated to God in faith. — ai édaifoucat 
eis [él] Ocov] cf. 1 Tim.v. 5. This nearer definition is sub- 
joined not only because hope in God, «ec. in the fulfilment of 
His promises, was the characteristic mark of the piety of these 
holy women, rooted as it was in faith, but specially “to explain 
why it did not, and could not, occur to them ever to delight 
in empty show” (Hofmann).? — With éxoopouvy éavras, cf. 
1 Tim. ii. 9.— brotaccémevas tots avdpdowv is linked on to 


1 The two expressions : xpa¥s and Aodzi0s, must not be sharply distinguished ; 
apavens stands contrasted specially with épy% (Jas. i. 20, 21) or har0s (Jas. iii. 
18, 14), synonymous with éasemeiz (2 Cor. x. 1), waxpobuyia (Col. iii. 12), 
dxouovy (1 Tim. vi. 11), etc. ; it is peculiar to him who does not allow himself to 
be provoked to wrath. ‘euxia is related to dxaraccusia 3 a Aovxios is he who is 
peaceable and does not care for noisy life. Bengel interprets : mansuctus (apats): 
qui non turbat ; tranquillus (Acdzi0s) : qui turbas aliorum fert placide ; the con- 
trary would be more correct. 

2 Luther: ‘‘ A woman should be thus disposed as not to care for adornment. 
Else when people turn their minds to adornment, they never give it up ; that is 
their way and their nature; therefore, a Christian woman should despise it. 
But if her husband wish it, or there be some other good reason for adorning 
herself, then she is right to do so.” Calvin, too, rightly observes: Non 
quemyvis cultum reprehendere voluit Petrus, sed morbum vanitatis, quo mulieres 
laborant. 

3 According to Schott, this addition is meant to express that ‘‘the complete 
development of the Christian church, to which they belonged, was only as yet 
an object of hope ;” but this introduces a reference which the words do not 
contain. 
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éxoopouv éavtds, showing wherein lay the proof that they had 
adorned themselves with the meek and quiet spirit. There is 
but one (de Wette) characteristic indeed here mentioned, but, 
according to the connection, it is the chief manifestation of 
that spirit. It is incorrect to resolve (as was formerly done 
in the commentary) the participle into: “from this fact, that.” 
— Ver. 6. es Sdappa tryjKovce 76 "ABpadu] A simple compari- 
son of the contents of the two passages is a sufficient refuta- 
tion of de Wette’s supposition that, in the words before us, 
there is a reference to Heb. xi. 11.— os: particula allegandi 
exemplum: Bengel. Sarah is mentioned, because, as the wife 
of Abraham and ancestress of the people of Israel, she had 
especial significance in the history of redemption.’ — tanjxouce 
refers not merely to the single case which the apostle had 
particularly before his mind, but denotes the habitual be- 
haviour of Sarah towards Abraham: the aor. is used here as 
in Gal. iv. 8 (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott).— xtpiov adrov 
Kkadovoa| she showed herself submissive to the will of 
Abraham in this, that she called him x«vpsos. The allusion is 
here to Gen. xviii. 12 (cf. also 1 Sam. i. 8, LXX.).— is 
eyevnOnre téxva] Lorinus: non successione generis, sed imita- 
tione fidei; Pott incorrectly explains the aorist by the future 
(€cec Ge) ; the translation, too, of the Vulg.: estis, is inexact ; 
Luther is right: “whose daughters ye are become.” As Paul 
calls the believing heathen, on account of their faith, children 
of Abraham, so Peter here styles the women who had become 
Christians, children of Sarah. — dya@orrovotcar] does not 
belong to trotaccopevas, as if os Yappa . . . Téxva were a 
parenthesis (Bengel, Ernesti, etc.), but to éyev7Onre, not, how- 
ever, as stating how they become (Weiss, p. 110 f.)” or “have 

! Schott applies #s to that which directly precedes, in this sense: that ‘‘ the 
conduct of the holy women was regulated only according to the standard of 
Sarah.” Hofmann thus: that Sarah ‘‘is mentioned asa shining example of the 
conduct of holy women.” Both are wrong, since neither is alluded to by as. 

2 It must be held, with Wiesinger, Briickner, and Schott, in opposition to 
Weiss and Fronmiiller, that it is more natural to take these words as applying 
to Gentile-Christian rather than to Jewish-Christian readers. For inasmuch as 
the latter, before their conversion, were already rizve r%s 2adppus, some allusion 
must have been made to their not having been so in a right manner, and as they 


now had become. It does not follow from John viii. 389 (as Weiss thinks) that 
an allusion of this kind was unnecessary. 
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become” children of Sarah (to the first interpretation the aorist 
éyev)Onre is opposed, to the latter the pres. partic.), but as 
showing the mark by which they proved themselves children 
of Sarah. It may be resolved into: “since,” or: “ that is to say 
if” ete. It is grammatically incorrect to see in dyaorootcas 
the result of Fs éyeriOnre réxva, and to explain: “in this 
way have they become the children of Sarah, that they are 
now in accordance therewith ayaborrototcas and uy poBovpevar” 
(Schott). By dya@orroveiv is to be understood here not speci- 
ally benevolence (Oecum.);* the word denotes rather the whole 
moral activity of Christian life in its fullest extent, although 
here, as the connection shows, with particular reference to 
the marriage relation. — kal po PoBotmevas pndemlay mrdonow| 
atone equals foBos (Pollux v. 122: cvatory, OdpuBos, 
tapayn), in the N. T. az. Ney. (Luke xxi. 9, xxxvii. 9, the verb 
mronbévtes is connected with éudoBor yevopevos); it denotes 
not the object causing fear, but the fear itself which is felt ; 
and it can be looked on either objectively as a power threaten- 
ing man, or laying hold of him (as Prov. iii, 25, LXX.: «at 
ov poBnOjon wronow émeOodcav ; 1 Mace. iii. 25: % mronaus 
énuminrer ert Ta é0vn; the synonymous terms 080s, Tpdsos, 
are used also in a like manner), or taken in a sense purely 
subjective. Most commentators understand mronos here in 
the first of these senses, only they do not take the conception 
strictly by itself, but identify it with that which causes fear ; 
in the first edition of this commentary the second meaning is 
attributed to mronow: poBeicCar mrdonow equal to doBetcbar 
po8ov: “to experience fear” (Mark iv. 41; Luke ii. 9; ef. 
Winer, p. 210 f. [E, T. 280]); but this explanation is opposed by 
the fact “that in such a connection the substantive must be taken 
not in idea only, but in form also from the verb” (Briickner). 
The idea here is quite as universal as in aya@or.; and accord- 
ingly it must be conceived as the fear generally which the enmity 
of the unbelieving world occasions to believers ; still, according 
to the connection, the apostle had doubtless in his mind more 
particularly the conduct of heathen men towards their Chris- 
tian wives.—Luther’s translation is inexact: “if ye ... are 

Mere rod ebxdcpsv nod xptorovres Xpioriavois xbomov xed trachwovas cbrdes <lvecs 


x one s Sto i 
Tupusyel, ondey ImoPAcMousvas Toy amd THY dvpaY aITAY did TOUT txAoyic Moy. 
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not so fearful.” The rendering of Stephanus is incorrect, s.v. 
mTonots: jubentur mulieres officium facere etiam, cum nullus 
eas metus constringit i. e. sponte et ultro, 

Ver. 7. of dvdpes opoiws] ouoiws, with the participle follow- 
ing, refers back, as in ver. 1, to drordynte wdon avOp. KTices, 
with which the exhortation begins (Hofmann); though there 
is no brotaccopevor (cf. ii, 18, iii. 1), there lies something 
corresponding to it in the fact that the wife on her part 
possesses a tin to be acknowledged by the husband. Pott 
erroneously renders ouofws by “ vicissim, on the other hand; ” 
nor is it, as de Wette thinks probable, to be expanded: “in 
like manner, ye men also, hear my exhortation.’ — cvvor- 
KovvTes| ouvoixeiy (a7. dey.) is not a euphemismus de tori 
conjugalis consuetudine (Hieronym. contra Jovian. lib. 1. c. 4; 
Augustin. in Ps. exlvi., etc.); the reference is rather to life 
together at home.— Kata yvaow] As yvoous is here anar- 
throus, it is wrong to understand yvdous as referring directly 
to “Christian recognition of the relation of wife to husband” 
(Briickner, Schott); cata yvaou is rather an adverbial ex- 
pression, in which yv@ois is to be understood generally, as 
Wiesinger correctly remarks: “according to recognition, 7. so 
that home life must be regulated by knowledge and under- 
standing” (so also Hofmann). Similar adverbial expressions, 
formed by a conjunction of card with an anarthrous subst., 
occur frequently both in classical and N. T. Greek. It is. 
evident from the context that cata yvaou has here special 
reference to the marriage relation; but from this it does not 
follow that the interpretation: “in a judicious, discerning 
manner,’ or Luther’s: “ with reason,” is incorrect (in opposi- 
tion to Briickner and Schott). De Wette is completely mis- 
taken in rendering yaous by: “that knowledge of men and 
self, in fact, that inward discernment, which is the condition 
of all moderation,’ as is Bengel also directly by : moderatio.’ — 
as dobevertépw cKxever TH yvvatxetp] is erroneously connected 


1 Oecumenius understands this exhortation in connection with ver. 6 as having 
a special application to the household : of Zvdpes . . . cuvoadyrss* rovriogiv: alodnasy 
DapBdvovess rhs Tov WAALS ouornros nud rod eirapuPopov ty maar, nul cis wimporpuxiay 
eborilcbov, uxxpibvuast ylyobe apis udrds, wn Adyov AmusTODITSS Tixpus TwY Kare TAY 


~ >. Va 
olkiay avTaY cis Tapsslay TupunarebiTwy. 
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by Luther and others with dzrovéuwortes; it belongs, however, 
to ouvotxoovtes, which requires a nearer definition. — The 
word oxevdos is used to designate the wife in 1 Thess. iv. 4 (see 
Liinemann in loc.) with reference to the husband; the same 
meaning, though with various applications, is here attributed 
to it by many interpreters. Beza: est femina vas i. e. comes 
et adjutrix viro ad fideliter coram Deo transigendam vitam 
adjuncta; Bengel: denotat hoc sexum et totum ingenium 
temperamentumque foemineum. But this view is incorrect, 
for T@ yuvatkelw, sc. oxever, is subjoined by way of explana- 
tion, and the comparative dc@. shows that the husband also 
is thought of as oxedos. oxedos must be taken here in its 
specific meaning of a utensil (or instrument) serving a par- 
ticular purpose, and is accordingly to be understood as 
specially applicable to man, in so far as the latter is used by 
God for the accomplishment of His will (cf. Acts ix. 15). It 
is inaccurate, nor can it be justified by Rom. ix. 21 ff, to take 
the word in the general sense of “creation” (so Wiesinger, 
and formerly in this commentary). Hofmann understands 
oxedos here as referring both to the husband and the wife, 
inasmuch as “in a life united in marriage, one part is destined 
to be and to accomplish something for the other;” but the 
reference to this mutual relation is purely arbitrary. — 
acbevectépw| Bengel: Comparativus, etiam vir habet infirmi- 
tatem ; in like manner Steiger: “the less weak is called upon 
to assist the more weak” (thus also Fronmiiller). This view 
is, however, incorrect ; it is the husband rather as the stronger 
oKxevos—there is no reference made here to his weakness— 
who is here contrasted with the wife as the weaker (de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann). And, because he is such a 
oxevos, it is demanded of him that he live with his wife cata 
yvoow; ws here also states the reason: because the wife is a 
ox, dobevevéotepor, it is accordingly incumbent on the man to 
behave towards her cata qvaow. Schott erroneously sees in 


1 Schott arbitrarily asserts that the creature is here termed cx:dos, ‘tas a 
vessel which is destined to receive into itself, as its real contents, the realization 
of the divine will.” Even though a vessel containing something can be termed 
a oxsdos, it does not follow that cxsios must be understood as meaning this and 
nothing else, 
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kata yvoow the determining reason why the man should 
treat her as a ox. do6.; but this can the less be maintained, 
that «. yv. cannot signify: “because he recognises her as 
such,” but states the manner of the cuvoixeiv. — aobevertépw 
oxever stands in apposition to 76 yuvaixelw, sc. oxever, and is 
put first by way of emphasis. — yuvacxetos, dm. Xey., Lev. 
Ayais 22); Deut) xxii; 5) LXX.3-Esth: i 11; 17:— drove 
fovres Tiunv] “in that ye show honowr (respect) to them ;” 
arovéwew in the N. T. dr. Xey.—The participle is not co- 
ordinate with the foregoing (cuvotxodytes), but subordinate to 
it, since it brings prominently forward one of the chief ways 
in which the preceding exhortation may be carried into effect. 
The thought here must not be arbitrarily limited to any 
special relation (e.g. to that of maintenance or of continence, 
etc.). The husband should, in every relation, show the respect 
due to his wife. — s Kal cvyKxdnpovomors[-o1] yapetos Sas] 
serves as ground of the exhortation; if the reading be: cuy- 
KAnpovopmors, the reference is to the wives; if cvyxAnpovopos, 
to the husbands (in opposition to Pott, who somewhat singu- 
larly interprets as equal to elov yap cuyKAnpovopo, sc. at 
yuvaixes). The dative is more in harmony with the structure 
of the sentence and the thought, and therefore is to be 
preferred to the nom. supported by the authorities; although 
the nom. may be defended on the ground that husbands, as 
ovyknr. of their wives, should in turn regard the latter as their 
cuykr. But since this last is really the point of importance, 
it can hardly be assumed that the apostle would only have 
hinted at it—-without openly giving expression to it.\— Kal 
ovykpovopois] de Wette-Briickner explain: “as (those who) 


1 In the 2d edition of this Commentary it was said: ‘‘Why should not the 
apostle base his exhortation to the men to honour their wives, by reminding 
them (the men) that they are called to inherit the xdps fu%s along with their 
wives?” Reiche says: scilicet quia absurdum (!) esset, sic argumentari ; 
Briickner maintains that meaning to be “altogether inappropriate and foreign 
to the purpose of the address.” These assertions, however, can by no means be 
accepted, since the consciousness of being a fellow-heir of salvation with any one 
may very well lead to a recognition of the sw4 which he possesses. Nor is 
there anything improbable in the circumstance itself, that the apostle, whilst 
basing the exhortation : cvvoxsiv xarz ysiow, on the position of the women, 
should ground the arayvéuew riu%v On the position of the men.—Schott passes too 
lightly over the whole question. 


1 PErer. L 
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also (like yourselves) (are) fellow-heirs (one with another).” 
The reference here attributed to covy—simply on account of 
xai—is inappropriate, since it is a thought entirely foreign to 
the context, that the wives are heirs with each other. If the 
reading ovyxAnpovouots be adopted, cvy applies to the hus- 
bands, equivalent to “with you;” xai may stand with refer- 
ence to the foregoing aobeveotépw, adding a second particular 
to it (Schott); or it may also serve simply to intensify our, 
since, strictly speaking, it is redundant.t If, however, cuy- 
KAnpovouot be read, cad is to be taken in the latter way, and 
is not to be explained thus: “by dzovéuovtes something 
further is enjoined, which goes beyond the .. . cata yvdow” 
(Hofmann) ; for cvvoixodytes Kata yvaow stands imperatively, 
whilst cuyxAnpovouor does not say what the husbands should 
be, but what they are. With the idea «Anpovdmor, cf. chap. i. 4; 
the expression ovyxdnp., Rom. viii. 17; Eph. iii. 6; Heb. 
xi. 9.— ydpuros wis] fas states in what the ydpus, of 
which they are and will be «Anpovduor, consists. It is 
erroneous to resolve the expression into ydpus dca (Erasmus) 
or xadpis fworrovodca (Grotius). Hofmann, assuming ovy- 
KAnpovopor Toixihyns xapitos Swhs to be the true reading, 
gives an interpretation different from the above: “as such who, 
with their wives, share a life of manifold grace, ze. of those 
divine favours which are experienced in common in every 
mazriage by believers and unbelievers.” In this way, how- 
ever, justice is done to neither of the ideas, nor is it pointed 
out what the favours in married life referred to are.” — eis 
TO pn éyxorrecOar (Kec. éxxomtecOar) tas mpocevyas vpudr] 


1 On the redundance of #«/ in comparisons, see Winer, p. 390 [E. T. 548]; but 
this use of it cannot be appealed to, since ds here is not a comparative particle. 
Wiesinger thinks that cv» perhaps contains the reference to a community to 
which man and wife equally belong ; but what this was, would have been indi- 
cated by the context, as Eph. iii. 6; such, however, is not the case here. To 
the expression ‘‘strictly” Reiche adds a ?, without ever thinking that, since 
the same idea is expressed by xa/ and cuy, one of the two must be redundant, 
and that ‘‘strictly” is only meant to show that xa/ is in so far not purely 
redundant, that it serves to strengthen the idea expressed by cvy. 

* There is no warrant for the opinion that the apostle’s exhortation must 
apply also to such husbands as have unbelieving wives, since a case so special 
might well have been passed over. If the apostle had wished to make reference 
to this, he would in some way have alluded to it.; cf. ver. 1 ff. 


CHAP, III 8 163 


éyxortew, strictly, incidere, then intercidere, from which 
arises the further meaning impedire (Hes. eurroSifew, Sia- 
K@NvEV) ; ExxoTTeW, pr. excidere, whence stirpitus delere ; cf. 
Job xix. 10, LXX.: é&éxowWe 8& domep SévSpov tiv édrmida 
pov; the idea of the latter word is stronger than that of the 
former, but the thought in both readings remains substantially 
the same, since both expressions denote the ceasing of prayer. 
Wiesinger incorrectly understands the meaning of the term 
éyxomT. to be: “prayer in the meantime there still is, but the 
way is closed to it.” In like manner de Wette, following 
Bretschneider: ne viam praecludatis precibus vestris, remarks : 
“ Prayer is by sin hindered from mounting up to the throne of 
God;” and such is in substance Hofmann’s view.' This idea 
would, however, have been more definitely expressed. The 
apostle does not say that the power and the hearing of prayer 
are hindered, but that the prayer itself is (this also in opposi- 
tion to Reiche). In harmony with the connection of this 
last clause, by Tas mpocevyas vudy is to be understood either 
the joint prayer of married persons (Weiss, p. 352),? or the 
prayers which those here addressed offer up, as the husbands. 
of their wives (or, further, as heads of households). Deprecia- 
tion of the wife, in spite of union with respect to the «Anpo- 
vouia, necessarily excludes prayer from married life.’? Schott : 
“Where the husband does not recognise that the union of 
natural life in marriage is also union in the state of grace, 
there can naturally be no expression of the spiritual and 
Christian fellowship of marriage, no prayer in common.” 

Ver. 8. Exhortations of a general character follow, without 


1 In this interpretation the reference to the coming of prayer to God is a 
simple importation. Hofmann adds to the interpretation, that ‘‘the sighs of the 
wife bar the road to the husband’s prayers, by accusing him to God before his 
prayer, thus rendered worthless, reaches Him.’’ But this is a thought altogether 
foreign to the context. 

2 Although in ver. 7 it is the husbands who are addressed, still, as the verse 
treats of their behaviour towards their wives, #za» can well apply to both. 

3 Hieronymus, Oecumenius, etc., apply the words according to 1 Cor. vii. 3, 
ad honorem impertiendum uxoribus a viris, qui sit abstinentia a congressu, ut 
orationi vacare possint (Lorinus), which is connected with the false interpreta- 
tion of cuvonodvres ; Nicol. de Lyra says more correctly: cum vir et uxor non 
sunt bene concordes, minus possunt orationi vacare. The Scholion in Matthaci, 
p. 199, is inadequate : 6 yap wep) chy ciniay OopuBos ruv nara Otdy tpryoy tuerooioy, 
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regard to the various conditions of men, yet in connection with 
chap. ii. 11 ff. They deal with the relations of the Christians 
towards each other, and towards those who are inimically 
disposed to them.— 7d 6é tédos] here adverbially : “ finally, 
lastly ;” in the classics réAos 6é occurs frequently. Pott 
explains erroneously, by appeal to 1 Tim. i. 5: pro xara dé 
TO TéXos SuMMa cohortationum mearum jam eo redit (in like 
manner Erasmus, Grotius, Wolf, Steiger, etc.). Oecumenius 
marks the transition very well thus: tt xpi idvodoyetoPan ; 
TAOS TAG dnul* TOUTO yap Tédos Kal pds TOUTO O TKOTOS 
epopad THs cwtnpias. — wavtes| emphatically, in contrast to 
what preceded: slaves and masters, husbands and wives. — 
éote or some such word is usually supplied here; it is more 
correct, however, to consider the following adjectives, etc., as 
standing in a dependence similar to that of the participles 
formerly ; only that the apostle has in his mind, instead of the 
particular drordynte x.7.r. in 1. 13, the more general exhor- 
tation to obedience toward God.— ouodpoves] in the N. T. 
aim. Ney. (Theognis, 81, ouodpova Ouvpov éyovres); frequently 
To auto dpovelv, Rom. xii, 16, xv. 5; 2 Cor. xiii, 11; Phil. 
ii. 2; similar expressions,~1 Cor. i. 10; Eph. iv. 3; Phil. 
iii. 16 ; Luther: “ Uéke-minded.” — cuprrabeis] “ sympathizing,” 
in N. T. da. dey.; the verb, Heb. iv. 15, x. 34; for the 
explanation, comp. Rom. xii. 15. Oecumenius explains: 
cupTabea* 6 Tpos TOs KAaKwS TAacxOVTAS wS Kal ed’ EavTOIs 
édeos ; where, however, it is incorrect to limit the appli- 
cation to suffering only. Bengel: ouodp.: mente, cuuma- 
Gets: affectu in rebus secundis et adversis. — Pirdderdoz] 
“ brotherly,’ Luther ; also dz. Ney.; the substantive occurs in 
chap. i. 22. — evomAayyvor] to be found, besides here, in Eph. 
iv. 32, “compassionate ;” in classical Greek: qui robustis est 
visceribus, as in Hippocr. p. 89 C; and figuratively equal to 
evkdpo.os, avdpetos; in the sense of compassionate it does 
not occur in the classics.— tamewddpoves] dm. rey.; the 
tatewoppootvn (humility) as well before God (Acts xx. 19) 
as towards our neighbour (chap. v. 5, Phil. ii. 3, where it is 
joined with omAdyxva oixtippod) ; here, with the latter refer- 
ence. — Calvin: humilitas praecipuum conservandae amicitiae 
vinculum. Hofmann justly questions whether “trotdccopan, 
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the leading idea of the series of exhortations which here comes 
to a close, is, as it were, echoed in tazrewddp.” (Wiesinger). 
For a panegyric on humility, see Lorinus in Joc. In the 
classics tamrevvogpwv means “ mean-spirited and faint-hearted.” 
The word $vAdgpoves (spurious here) is explained by Gerhard: 
qui student facere ea quae alteri amica sunt et grata. The 
first three expressions show the loving relation in which 
Christians stand to each other; the last two (or three), the 
conduct of Christians towards all without distinction (Hof- 
mann). 

Ver. 9. Behaviour towards the hostile world. jy) dzroé- 
Sovtes Kakdv advtt Kaxovd] the same phrase occurs Rom. xii. 17, 
1 Thess. v. 15; comp. Matt. v. 43 ff_— 7 Aodoplav avti 
Aovdopias] comp. chap. ii. 23. Nicol. de Lyra: non reddentes 
malum pro malo in factzs injuriosis, nec maledictam pro male- 
dicta in verbis contentiosis. — todvaytiov 8€ etrNoyodvTes] we. 
in return for caxdv and Aowopla; edroyeiv in the N. T., when 
used of man, is equal to bona apprecari, opposed to xatapac- 
Oat; cf. Matt. v.44; Luke vi. 28; Rom. xu. 14; 1 Cor. iv. 12; 
Jas, iii. 9, Taken in this sense (Wiesinger, Briickner, Hof- 
mann’), it expresses simply the opposite of the preceding 
Aodopiav avtt rodopias. It is more in harmony with the 
context, however, to understand it as referring equally to 
Kakov avtl Kaxov; in which case it will have a wider sense, 
and be equivalent to “wishing well and showing kindness by 
word and deed” (Fronmiiller). This is supported by the 
subsequent evAoyiay; nor does the N. T. usage stand in the 
way, in so far as in 2 Cor. ix. 5, 6, at least, edroyia denotes 
something accomplished by human action, though Hofmann 
strangely seeks to lessen its force by understanding it of “a 
personal greeting.” — dru els ToUTo éxAHOnre] comp. chap. i. 21. 
— iva evroyiav KAnpovoynonte] From chap. ii. 21 it is natural 
to take eis Todro as referring to what precedes (evAoyobvtes) 


1 Schott no doubt insists that the blessing of man is accomplished in word 
only and not in deed, but he does not say whether it means a wish expressed in 
prayer (bona apprecari), or whether any operation through the word is to be 
understood, for he renders siaoyeiy by ‘to bestow good in word.” If the former 
be implied, then it is wrong to say: ‘that God’s blessing is in truth accom- 
panied by deeds, but man’s must stop short at the word.” If the second, then 
man’s blessing is also in deed. 
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(Oecumenius, Grotius, Calvin, Steiger, de Wette-Briickner, 
Fronmiiller, Reiche, Hofmann, etc.) ; in which case ta would 
belong either to edAoyodvtes, dt... €kANOnTe thus forming a 
parenthesis, or to éeA7j@yre. But in the first case the close 
connection of the clauses is broken, whilst in the second the 
somewhat inadequate idea arises, that we are called upon to 
bless, 7n order that we ourselves may obtain a blessing. It is 
therefore better to take eis todro with the subsequent tva 
(Luther, Beza, Bengel, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.); comp. chap. 
iv. 6; John xviii. 37; Rom. xiv. 9. The consciousness that 
we, as Christians, are called to obtain a blessing, should be an 
incitement to us to bring blessing to others ; the more so, that 
otherwise we shall fall short of the blessing to which we are 
called. On edroyiav Bengel rightly remarks: benedictionem 
aeternam, cujus primitias jam nunc pii habent. If efdores 
before é7v be the correct reading, it must be taken as in chap. 
a. 18: 

Vv. 10-12. Quoted from Ps. xxxiv. 13-17, LXX., and 
strengthening the foregoing exhortations by a reference to the 
divine judgment. In the original the first clause forms an 
interrogation, to which the following clauses, in the second 
person imperative, give the answer.—o yap Géhwv Cony ayaray, 
«al iSeiv juépas ayabds| The translation of the LXX., an 
inexact reproduction of the Hebrew,’ runs: tis éotwy dvOpwros 
6 Gérwv Swiy, ayatrav jwépas ayabds; Peter’s deviation from 
it by the conjunction of @é\wv dyarrdy is striking. — 0é\ov 
is not used adverbially here, equivalent to “fain ;” but neither 
must another conception be substituted for dyamdv; de 
Wette : “he who will show? love for life” (¢.c. a yearning desire 


1 In, the original Hebrew the passage is : 

Den YBN wANAmD 

aio nied op? sniks 
2 Similarly already the Glossa interl.: qui vult ostendere, se dilectionem 
habere.—Lorinus thinks that the combination of the two words serves to 
intensify the idea: si recte dicitur quis, concupiscere, desiderare (Ps. cxviii. 20), 
quidni velle, quod est verbum generale, amare? Innuit duplicatio non solum 
vehementiam desiderii amorisve, sed infirmitatem quoque carnis revocantis sub- 
inde voluntatem, ne ita velit acriter et assiduo. But in Ps, exviii. 20 (Vulg.: 


concupivit anima mea desiderare justificationes tuas) the connection is different 
from here. 
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after it). The idea “show,” besides being an arbitrary intro- 
duction, is inappropriate, inasmuch as it is love of life itself, and 
not the showing of it, that is here in question. Wiesinger is 
more happy: “He who is really in earnest as to the love of life.” 
@éXov is then to be explained on the principle that love of 
$7, no less than the possession of it, is conditioned by a 
certain course of conduct on the part of man. Bengel, appeal- 
ing to Eccles. ii. 17, interprets still better: qui vult ita vivere, 
ut ipsum non taedeat vitae; zc. who will have life so that he 
can love %; so, too, Schott; similarly Hofmann, only that the 
latter unnecessarily understands ayamdv to mean simply “to 
enjoy a thing.’—xal ideiv jyépas aya@as] with idety in this 
connection, comp. Luke ii. 26; Heb. xi. 5; John ui. 3. — The 
passage in the Psalms has evidently reference to earthly 
happiness; according to de Wette, on the other hand, the 
apostle had the future and eternal life in view here; this, 
however, is not the case, for in the passage before us the 
reference is likewise to the present life (Wiesinger, Schott, 
and Briickner), only it must be observed that for the believer 
happiness in this life consists in something different from that 
of the man of the world; to the former, days of suffering also 
may be »uépar aya@ai. If this be correct, yép cannot refer 
to the thought immediately preceding, but only “to the whole 
exhortation, vv. 8, 9” (Wiesinger, Schott). — mavoatw «.7.X. | 
The LXX., keeping to the Hebrew original, here and in what 
follows preserve the second person.—zravewy, “to cause to cease, 
to hold back;” in classical Greek never joined with do; the 
subsequent genitive Tod yu) Aadjoae stands in conformity with 
the use of the verb among the Greeks; comp. Winer, p. 305 
[E. T. 409]. — xaxov has a wider range than ddA0s; there is 
no ground for limiting the application of the term here simply 
to words of reprimand (de Wette). With dod0s, comp. chap. 
ii, 1, 22. — Ver. 11. éxxrwdrw Sé «.7.r.] €xkdvew amd ; comp. 
Rom. xvi. 17. The same thought in the same words, Ps. 
xxxvil. 27; comp. further, Isa. i. 16,17; Rom. xii. 9.— 6é, 
if it be genuine, serves to bring into prominence the new idea, 
distinct from the preceding. — fnrncdtw «.7.r.] SioxKew (comp. 
1 Tim. vi. 11, etc.), stronger than nrety (comp. Matt. vi. 33 ; 
Col. iii. 1), — The first half contains the general thought, the 
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second emphasizes one more special. Although the exhorta- 
tions of the apostle refer more particularly to the conduct of 
Christians towards their persecutors, yet they are not confined 
to this, but go beyond it (in opposition to Schott). — Ver. 12. 
dte OfOarpol Kupiov «.7.r.] Ste is inserted by the apostle in 
order to mark more precisely the connection of thought. The 
exhortations are founded on a reference to the manner of God’s 
dealings. On the first hemistich Bengel remarks: inde vitam 
habent et dies bonos. The apostle omits the words tov 
éEoroOpedoar ex yas TO wvnudcvvey avtdv in the Psalm, 
added to mpocwmov ... Kaxa (not because, as de Wette thinks, 
he considered them too strong), and thus deprives the last 
member of the verse of a nearer definition. Calvin, Grotius, 
Beza, de Wette, accordingly take the ém/ of this member in a 
sense different from that which it has in the first, namely, as 
conveying the idea of “punishment,” equivalent to “ against ;” 
this, however, is arbitrary. Hensler, Augusti, and Steiger find 
in all three members the expression of “ attentive observation ” 
only ; but this view—itself, according to the thought, inade- 
quate—is opposed by the particle 6é, which indicates rather 
a contrast, and is not to be translated, with Hensler, by “ but 
also.” If, now, the antithesis be not contained in ézré, it can 
be sought for only in mpécwrov, which, though in itself 
doubtless a vox media (comp. Num. vi. 25, 26; Ps. iv. 7), is 
nevertheless in this passage of the Psalms to be thought of as 
one full of wrath, and, as such, was present to the mind of the 
apostle. Strictly speaking, indeed, this should have been 
expressed ; but not necessarily so, since the antithesis between 
this and the preceding member of the verse makes it suffi- 
ciently apparent. A similar interpretation is given by 
Wiesinger, Briickner, and Schott. 

Ver. 13 serves further to emphasize the exhortation to 
well-doing, and at the same time introduces the following 
paragraph, in which Peter calls upon the Christians to suffer 
persecutions patiently. — xa¢] unites what follows with what 
precedes. A new reason, the truth of which is attested by 
the thought contained in ver. 12, is added in ver. 13 to the 
argument advanced for the preceding exhortation of ver. 12. 
The sense is: Do good, for to the good God is gracious, with 
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the wicked He is angry; and those who do good, for this 
very reason none can harm.—vris 6 xaxéowv buds] an im- 
pressive and passionate question (stronger than a simple 
negative), in which must be noted the form 6 xaxécwr, se. 
éo7t instead of caxwces, as also the sharp contrast between 
kaxovy and the subsequent dya@od. “Do harm,” as a render- 
ing of xaxovv (Wiesinger, de Wette), is too weak. The word 
is used for the most part of <l-treatment (Acts vii. 6, 19, 
xii, 1, xviii. 10), and denotes here, with reference to the 
preceding xaxd, such evil-doing as is really harmful for him 
who suffers it. It is possible that the apostle had in his 
mind Isa. 1, 9, LXX.: id0d Kvpsos Kvptos BonOjoe por, Tis 
kakooes we. The interrogative form expresses the sure confi- 
dence of the apostle, that to those who do good no one either 
will or can do harm. Steiger’s interpretation is too pointless: 
“and indeed who then will seek to do you harm, as you imagine, 
if you really,” etc.;* for the reservation must be added that 
every proverb has this peculiarity, that it is not without ex- 
ception (Benson), or that the statement in the oratio popularis 
must not be taken too strictly. The strong and consoling 
expression of an unshaken faith is thus reduced to a somewhat 
empty commonplace.’?— éav tod dyabod Enrwral yévnoGe] Tod 
aya0ov was taken by some of the older interpreters (Lorin., 
Aret., etc.) to be the gen. masc., probably on account of the 
article (as distinguished from the anarthrous dayaov, ver. 
11). Weiss also thinks that by it Christ perhaps may be 
understood. Most commentators, however, correctly regard it 
as the neuter; comp. ver.11. The article is put, inasmuch 
as in this term all the single virtues, formerly mentioned, are 


1 Gualther’s paraphrase is not less insipid: quis est, scilicet tam impudens et 
iniquus, qui vos affligat, si beneficentiae sitis aemulatores? Wiesinger’s inter- 
pretation also is inappropriate : ‘‘ If ye follow my exhortations, it is to be hoped,” 
etc.—The words do not hint that ‘‘the trials which the readers had endured 
were not altogether undeserved on their part” (Wiesinger). 

2 Schott’s interpretation, according to which zaxodv is ‘‘to make evil-doers in 
the judgment of God,” is altogether wide of the mark. Although xax0d,— 
corresponding to the Hebrew y»y7,—as applied to a judge, may mean: ‘‘ to 


condemn,” or properly : ‘‘ to declare a person a xaxés,” it does not follow there- 

from that it may also have the meaning of ‘‘ causing God to declare a person a 
, ” 

HAKOS. 
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included; it stands first by way of emphasis. — fArwrat ; 
comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 12; Tit. ii, 14. If the reading ppnrai be 
adopted, its connection with the neuter is somewhat singular, 
still the verb pspetoPas does occur with names of things; 
comp. Heb. xiii. 7; 3 John 11. 

Ver. 14. GdX ei kal wacxorte] adda expresses the anti- 
thesis to the negation contained in the preceding question: 
“but even though you should suffer ;” ef. Winer, p. 275 [E. T. 
367]; a species of restriction which, however, is not intended 
to weaken the force of the foregoing thought. No doubt the 
possibility of suffering is admitted, yet in such a way that the 
Christian is considered blessed on account of that suffering. 
macxew is not identical with xaxovcOa, but, as Bengel 
rightly remarks: levius verbum quam «axodc@a. Every 
Christian has a wdéoyew, but he need never fear a caxodcOau.' 
— Sia Scxarocrvynr] recalls Matt. v.10. Scxavocdvn is here 
(cf. chap. ii. 24) synonymous with 76 dyaOov and 7 aya év 
XpictS avactpogy}, ver. 16.— paxdpror] sc. éoré. Even 
suffering itself contributes to your blessedness. — tov d€ foPov 
«.T...] These and the words which begin the following verse 
are “afree use” (Schott) of the passage, Isa. vill. 12,13, LXX.: 
Tov dé PoBov avTod (i.e. ToD Aaod) ov pH HonOATE, ovSe pr) 

fol 7 32 N e 4 = 

tapaxOnre Kipiov avtov aytdcate. The thought here is not 
quite the same, the sense of the Old Testament passage 
being: do not share the terror of the people, and do not be 
moved by what alarms them. If ¢dBos be here taken oljec- 
tively, then pdBos avrdv is “the fear emanating from them,” 
or “the fear which they excite” (de Wette, Briickner) ; cf. Ps. 
xci. 5: od hoBnOnon amd PoBov vuxrepwvod; cf. also in this 
chap. ver. 6. If, on the other hand, it be taken in a subjective 

1 These words also are wrongly explained by Schott, since he takes 2aa’ as. 
quickly denying the previous statement, and introducing a new turn of thought, 
separates ei xai from each other, and connects zai with récxore in the sense of 
‘*even.”’ For the first, Schott appeals to Hartung’s Partikell. II. p. 37 ; for the 
second, to Hartung, I. p. 140, note; but without any right to do so. For, as to 
the former, he overlooks that 22° here follows on a sentence negative in mean- 
ing; and as to the latter, that zai has here a position, in which a separation of 
it from si could not fora moment be thought of. The apostle would have ex- 
pressed the idea: ‘‘if for righteousness’ sake you should have to experience (not 


only not happiness and blessing, but) even suffering,” by «f 3% Sxasordvny xa 
TAT OTE, 
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sense, then avrdv is equal to “of them,” therefore: “do not 
fear with the fear of them, ze do not be afraid of them” 
(Schott and Hofmann also). In both cases the meaning is 
substantially the same. Wiesinger is inaccurate when he takes 
oBos subjectively, and interprets adrav as de Wette does. 
Ver. 15. kipiov 8é tov Xpiorov] Kvpeov, in Isaiah equivalent 
to Tov @eov ; a substitution of this kind is frequently found in 
the N. T., where reference is made to passages in the O. T,, 
and can be easily explained on the principle that a conscious- 
ness distinctively Christian was asserting itself; “«dvpuov is 
placed first, as antithesis to a’t@v” (Wiesinger). Schott 
denies that xvpsov stands in apposition to tov Xpicrov, hold- 
ing that «vpeov is to be taken rather as a predicate of the 
object, equivalent to, “as Lord;” for this reason, that xdpzos 
stands here without the article, and that the simple conjunc- 
tion of xvpios and Xpsartds does not occur. But against the 
first objection the expression cUpsos 6 eds may be urged, and 
against the second the verse Luke 1.11. It is more natural, 
and at the same time more in harmony with the passage in 
the O. T., to connect xvpsos directly with tov Xpuorév: “but 
. the Lord, the Messiah.’ — ayiaoate] in antithesis to 
poPnOjre and tapayOjre; “hold, i.e. honour, fear as holy” 
(de Wette); the sanctifying comprehends within it the fear 
of God; cf. Isa. viii. 18, xxix. 23; it thus forms the contrast 
to the fear of man; where the former is, the latter must give 
way. — év tails Kapdiais tuov] added by the apostle in order 
to mark the inward nature of the ayidfewv. — &ropor] Whether 
dé be the original reading or not, this clause is undoubtedly 
intimately connected in thought with that which precedes it. 
Without Sé this being ready is conceived as a proof of the 
ayiatew Xp.; with dé the thought is this, that the dysdfew Xp. 
«.7.X., Which banishes all fear of man, should not exclude the 
amonoyia before men (de Wette, Wiesinger). Hofmann takes 
the particle here as equal to “rather;” but against this is the 
fact that here «vpuov ... tudv would have to be taken as a 
simple parenthesis, inasmuch as 6é would refer only to what 
precedes, and a second antithesis would then be added to the 
already antithetical xépsov Sé «.7.X.— del mpos arrodoylay 
mTavtl TO K.7.r.] Eroupos mpos, cf. Tit. iil. 1.— “The injunction 
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exempts neither time (ded) nor person (savti)” (Steiger). — To 
limit its application to a judicial examination is arbitrary, and 
militates against mavri.— drodoyia not equal to satisfactio 
(Vulg.), but here rather quaevis responsio, qua ratio fidei (more 
correctly spei) nostrae redditur (Vorstius; Phil. i. 7, 16; Acts 
xxvi. 2).— mavti 76 aitodrts x.7.r.] The dative depending on 
aronoyiav, cf, 1 Cor, ix. 3; for atréw with double accusative, 
cf. Winer, p. 212 f. [E. T. 281]. Adyor airety: “to demand 
account of,’ only here, cf. chap. iv. 5; Rom, xiv. 12. — epi tis 
év tiv édrridos] wepé: as to its nature and ground. — éAzris, 
not equivalent to méotis (Calvin: spes hic per synecdochen 
pro fide capitur), but the hope of the Christian looking, on 
the ground of faith, into the future salvation.1— dAdd peta 
mpaitntos Kat poBov] If adda be the true reading, as there 
can hardly be any doubt it is, it will serve to make more 
sharply prominent the way and manner, in which the azronoyla 
should be conducted; de Wette: “as it were: but remember.” 
— peta, to be connected not with érosos, but with aronoylav ; 
mpav'tntos opposed to passionate zeal. dofov is to be applied 
directly neither to God (Aretius: reverentia et timor Dei; thus 
Weiss also, p. 169), nor to men before whom testimony is to 
be borne (according to some: the civil authorities); but it 
denotes the being afraid—based, of course, on the fear of God 
—of every unseemly kind of dzrodoyia, and stands especially 
opposed to all arrogant self-confidence (Wiesinger). 

Ver. 16. cuveidnow éyovtes ayabyv] These words are taken 
by several interpreters (Bengel, Steiger, de Wette, etc.) with 
ayidoare, ver. 14, as co-ordinate with €rovwou; Wiesinger con- 
strues them with é@ropos, as subordinate to it. The latter is 
to be preferred, for cuveid. éy. denotes “the point essentially 
important, to being ever prepared to give an answer in a right 
manner” (Wiesinger). But it is better still to assume that it 
—like meta mpaitntos—helongs in a loose way to azroXoyiar, 
equivalent to “with good conscience,” 4.e.in that your walk does 


1 That this ‘‘account” had special reference to the removal of the suspicion 
that the kingdom of Christ was of this world, is nowhere alluded to in the con- 
text (de Wette, Schott). And Schott is hardly justified in giving the apostle’s 
exhortations special application ‘to the divinely ordained ordinances of natural 
social life,” 
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not give the lie to your confession. Calvin says correctly: 
quia parum auctoritatis habet sermo absque vita. — Wa év @ 
«.7.r.] The construction is here the same as in chap. ii. 12; 
see the exposition of this passage, where, too, Schott’s inter- 
pretation of év 6, equal to “in this, that,’ is considered. The 
conjunctive of the Lec. catadkadaow would represent the 
case as possible, equal to “in which they may possibly slander 
you.” — tva, as a final particle, refers to the whole preceding 
thought, especially to cuveid. éy. ayaOnv. — catacyv0dcw] 
comp. 2 Cor. vil. 14: “that they may be put to shame,” 7c. since 
their slanders are openly proved to be lies.— ot émnped- 
fovres x.7.d.] The subject stands, by way of emphasis, at the 
end of the sentence. émnpeafew, “to revile,’ Matt. v. 44; 
Luke vi. 28. Hensler distinguishes, without any ground, the 
éernpeafovtes from the xatadanodvtes, as different persons ; 
the former he considers to be the accusers of the Christians, 
who bring the slanders of others before the judge. — dav tiv 
ayadny év Xpict@ avaotpopyy] ic. “the good life which you 
lead in Christ (4.e. as Christians).” 

Ver. 17. xpettrov yap] yap gives the ground of the exhor- 
tation contained in ocvveid. éy. ay.; the explanation of this 
Kpeirtov is contained in chap. ii. 19 ff. — ayaforoubvtas .. . 
aaoxew] The connection between these two ideas is the same 
as that between aya0orowdvtes Kai maoyxovtes, chap. ii. 20, 
the participles giving not simply the special circumstances, 
as Hofmann asserts, but the reason of the suffering; this 
Schott denies as regards the first member: dya0orrovodvtas.’ 
—The parenthetical clause: ef Oédo. 7d CéXnwa Tod Oeod, 
belongs to waoyew; the optative denotes the possibility: “7 
such should be the will of God.” —On the pleonasm: @édo1 70 


1 Hofmann says, “‘that it should not be joined with érorsvia, for the meaning 
is that they should do that whereunto they must be prepared with eagerness, and 
a good conscience which they should bring to it.” To this it is to be replied, 
that the zroacyi« itself is precisely the thing for which they are to be ready. It 
is evidently arbitrary “‘to supplement an imperative (which?) to aad, and to 
connect cuveidnow txovres ay. with it.” 

2 It must, indeed, be noted that those sufferings which the believers, as such, 
have to endure from the unbelieving world, overtake them because of their zyado- 
aotiv; Christians who, though confessing Christ, at the same time live entirely 
like the children of the world, are well liked by the world. 
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Gérnua, see Winer, p. 562 [E. T. 755]. The thought here is 
not quite the same as that of chap. ii. 20. There, chief stress 
is laid on tyouévery, to which no special prominence is here 
given. But, as in the former case the exhortation is enforced 
by reference to Christ, ze. to His sufferings, so is it here also, 
in the following paragraph on to the end of the chapter, only 
that in this passage the typical character of His sufferings is 
less emphasized, whilst the exaltation which followed them is 
brought specially forward. 

Ver. 18. First, mention of the death of Christ by way of 
giving the reason.— 6értt kat Xpiotos ama epi apaptiav 
érrabe [améOave]] O7v is connected with the idea immediately 
preceding, and gives the ground of the xpetrrov ; nal Xpiotos (as 
in chap. ii. 21) places the sufferings which the Christians have 
to bear, as dya0orrotodytes, side by side with the sufferings of 
Christ, wep) dpaprtidy, so that café must be taken as referring 
not to érabe [awéPave] only (as is done by most commentators, 
among them de Wette), but, as the position of the words (aepi 
dpapt. before érabe) clearly shows, to wep) duaptidv érabe 
[améPave] (Wiesinger, Briickner, Schott). Hofmann’s applica- 
tion of it to the whole “ statement here with respect to Christ ” 
is open to objection, from the fact that in what follows there 
are elements introduced which go too far beyond the compari- 
son here instituted. Christ’s sufferings were on account of 
sin, and such also should be the sufferings of the Christians. 
This does not preclude the possibility of His sufferings having 
had a significance different from what theirs can have. This 
peculiar significance of Christ’s sufferings is marked by Sikatos 
bmép adixwy, or, as Schott holds, by draf. dma€ gives pro- 
minence to the fact that in relation to His subsequent life 
(Oavatwbels ... Sworromeis) Christ’s suffering took place but 
once, as in Heb. ix. 27, 28 (Hofmann: “ once it took place 
that He died the death He did die, and what followed thereon 
forms, as what is enduring, a contrast to what passed over but 

1The subsequent d/xas0s proves that the sins for which Christ suffered were 
not His own sins; thus also the believer’s sufferings should not arise out of his 
own sins, he should not suffer as a xaxoraay, but as an dyaboraay. Rejecting 
this application, Hofmann finds the point of comparison in this, ‘‘ that we 


should let the sins which those who do us wrong commit. be to us the cause of 
sufferings to us” (2). 
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once”); doubtless not without implying the secondary idea, 
that the sufferings of Christians take place only once also, 
and come to an end with this life1—aep) ayaptiov, which 
states yet more indefinitely the purpose of Christ’s sufferings: 
“on account of sin,’ finds a more precise definition in what 
follows. — Sixavos trrép dbixwv, “as the just for the unjust ;” 
comp. Rom. v. 6: tmép, equivalent to, in commodum, is not in 
itself, indeed, equal to dyti; but the contrast here drawn 
between Séxaws and déicwy suggests that in the general rela- 
tion, the more special one of substitution is implied (Weiss, 
p. 261); comp. chap. i. 21. The omission of the article is 
due to the fact that the apostle holds it of importance to mark 
the character of the one as of the other. — wa jpas rpocayayn 
7@ Oce] gives the purpose of éralev [a7éOave], which latter 
is more closely defined by that which immediately precedes 
and follows; pocdyew does not mean “ to sacrifice ;” (Luther, 
Vulg.: ut nos offerret Deo), neither “to reconcile ;” but “to 
bring to,” Le. “to bring into communion with God,” which goes 
still beyond the idea of reconciliation; the latter presupposes 
Christ’s death for us; the former, the life of Him who died for 
us, Weiss maintains, without sufficient reason (p. 260), that 
the word here points to the idea of the Christians’ priesthood 
(chap. ii. 5). The verb occurs here only; the substantive 
mpocayoyy, Rom. v. 2; Eph. ii. 18, iii, 12.?— Oavatobels 


1 Oecumenius finds in ZraZ an allusion to: +3 rot wabsvros bpuarhpioy v1 nat 
tuvaroy, or to the brevity also of the sufferings. Gerhard unites all three elements 
by saying : ut ostendat (Ap.) passionis Christi brevitatem et perfectionem sacri- 
ficii et ut doceat Christum non amplius passioni fore obnoxium. — According to 
Pott, it is also meant to express the contrast to the frequent repetition of the 
O. T. sacrifices,—an application entirely foreign to the context. According to 
Schott, ¢xz% indicates that Christ suffered once for all, so that any further 
suffering of the same kind is neither necessary nor possible. This is no doubt 
correct, but it does not follow that Peter—whose words combine the typical and 
specifically peculiar significance of the sufferings of Christ—should not have 
had in his mind the application of Zxa£ to believers, as above stated. It is with 
daruk as with yi gyuprios; it is impossible for believers to suffer repi guapriay 
in the some sense that Christ suffered xzpi cuupriay. 

2 It is certainly very doubtful whether the purpose also of the death of Christ, 
here stated, ‘‘ admits of application to us,” in that ‘‘it should likewise be our 
object, by the manner in which we endure undeserved sufferings, to bring those 
by whom we are wronged to bethink themselves, and to lead them to a know- 
ledge of Christ” (Hofmann). 
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pev capki, Cworrombels 5€ mvedparte] This adjunct does not 
belong to éraGev (de Wette), but to wpooaydyn (Wiesinger) ; 
it is subjoined, in order to show prominently how the mpocd- 
yew can take place through Christ; the chief stress is laid on 
the second member. According to Schott, both participles are 
to be considered as “ an exposition of &raé;” this assumption 
is contradicted, on the one hand, by the distance between 
them and the latter word; and, on the other, that they must 
necessarily be attached to a verb.— The antithesis between 
the two members of this sentence is strongly marked by pév 
...6& The datives capki, rvevpare, state with reference to 
what the verbal conceptions @avatwOels, GworromP@ets holds 
good; “they serve to mark the sphere to which the general 
predicate is to be thought of as restricted” (Winer) ; comp. 
1 Cor. vii. 34: dyla cat cépate kal mvedpate; Col. i. 5: 7H 
CAapKl aATrEyl, TO TVEevpaTe ory Yul eiust. Schott explains— 
somewhat ambiguously—the datives “ as general more precise 
adverbial definitions,” which state “ what is of determinative im- 
portance in both facts,” and “ the nature of the actual condition 
produced by them.” — wvedpuars is by some understood instru- 
mentally; incorrectly, for capxé cannot be taken thus; the 
two members of the clause correspond so exactly in form, that 
the dative in the one could not be explained differently from 
the dative in the other, as Wiesinger, Weiss, von Zezschwitz, 
Briickner, Schott, and Fronmiiller justly acknowledge. — capxi 

. tvevpate; this antithesis occurs frequently in the N. T.; 
with reference to the person of Christ, besides in this passage, 
in Rom. i. 3: kata cdpxa... Kata Tvedpa aywovtvns, and 
1 Tim. iii, 16: év capki... év rvetpare (cf. also chap. iv. 6). 
—The antithesis of the two conceptions proves it to be 
erroneous to assign to the one term a sphere different from 
that of the other, and to suppose odp& to mean the body of 
Christ, and mvevpa the Spirit of God. Antithesis clare ostendit 
quod dicatur in alia quidem sui parte aut vitae ratione mor- 
tificatus, in alia autem vivificatus (Flacius). It must be 
observed that both are here used as general conceptions 
(Hofmann), without a pronoun to mark them as designations 
applicable only to Christ; for which reason odp£ cannot 
relate exclusively to the human, and wvedya to the divine 
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nature of Christ.) As general conceptions (that is, as applicable 
not to Christ alone, but to human nature generally), cdp£ and 
mvebpa must, however, not be identified with cipa and yuyy? 
For cdp€ is thet side of human nature in virtue of which man 
belongs to the earth, is therefore an earthly creature, and 
accordingly perishable like everything earthly ; and mveipa, on 
the other hand, is that side of his nature by which he belongs 
to a supernatural sphere of existence, is not a mere creature of 
earth, and is accordingly destined also to an imperishable exist- 
ence.’ — Wiesinger (with whom Zezschwitz agrees) deviates 
from this interpretation thus far only, that he understands 
mrvetpa, not as belonging to the noture of man, “ but as that 
principle of union with God which is bestowed upon man at 
regeneration.” This deviation may arise from the reluctance 
to attribute a mveipa to man as such (also in his sinful 
condition); as, however, according to Peter, the souls of the 


1 Accordingly, interpretations like those of Calvin are incorrect : caro hic pro 
externo homine capitur, spiritus pro divina potentia, qua Christus victor 2 morte 
emersit ; Beza: rntpar, ic. per divinitatem in ipso corporaliter habitantem, 
equal to iz turtpiws Or, 2 Cor. xiii. 45 Occumenins : bovarubds wy 7G $isu ris 
cugnis, virus 7% atpuT rp, tanaris He 7y tntpu ris bearnrs. Wt is equally in- 
correct, with Wiss (p. 252), to understand 722 as meaning “ the human nature 
of Christ” (instead of which he no doubt also says: “ the corthly human nature 
of Christ”), and rrtyz 23 meaning “the pre-ezistent divine rxd2 communi- 
cated at baptism to the man Jesus” (which, 2s Weiss maintains, constitutes, 
according to Peter, the divine nature of Christ), Weiss, for the sole purpose of 
representing the apostle’s doctrinal conception as still in a very undeveloped 
state, imputes to Peter a view of the person of Christ which—as he himself says 
—is possess of *‘a duality which somewhat endangers the unity of His person.” 
Nor has Wichelhaus hit the true explanation when he says: “ Peter here con- 
ee a fee eine, & eae eae Se bedy Aad Sook Tabs 10 alt 
suffering . . .; and, on the other hand, in s far 2s He was anointed by the 
Holy Ghost.” 

2 cafe and cape are proved to be two distinct conceptions by the fact that after 
the resurrection man will have 2 sépz, but no «7% The difference between 
aviopn ond Lozh is dear from paseages such as Matt. vi. 25. If in other passages 
avis be ux 28 synonymous with 4074 (comp. 4g. John xii. 27 with John 
xiii. 21), this is explained by the two-sidedness of the human soul 

2 To Weiss’s remark, that Peter terms that side of human nature by which 
man is rendered capable of religions life $04, it must be replied that the fox 
possesses such capacity for this very reason, that even under the power of the 
wife tt has never ceased to be spiritual. In place of rxtpar, Joz% would not 
be at all appropriate here, in the first place, because 474 forms no antithesis 
to céz, and then because the idea of what is celestial, pecaliar to rnipz, would 
not find expression in it. 

1 Perez. if 
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departed are mvetvpara (ver. 19), it is thus presupposed that an 
unregenerate man also possesses a wvedua during his earthly 
existence. It must also be observed that odp& and mvetpa 
are here not ethical antitheses, but are contrasted with each 
other as natural distinctions. — Oavatadels . . . Sworrounbeis] 
Oavarow incorrectly interpreted by Wahl here, as in other 
passages of the N. T., by capitis damno, morti addico; for 
although it may sometimes occur in this sense in the classics, 
still in the N. T. it means only to kill. By @Oavatwleis capxi, 
then, the apostle says of Christ, that He was put to death in 
His earthly human nature (which He along with all the rest 
of mankind possessed *), 7.c. at the hand of man by the cruci- 
fixion. — Swo7roréw does not mean “ to preserve alive,” as several 
commentators explain, e.g. Bellarmin (de Christo, lib. iv. cap. 13), 
Hottinger, Steiger, and Giider ;—this idea, in the Old as in the 
New Testament, being expressed by Swoyovety and other words 
(see Zezschwitz on this passage); but “to make alwe” (de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Weiss, Zezschwitz, Schott, Kohler, Hofmann, and 
-others) ; it often applies to the raising up of the dead; cf. John 
v. 21; Rom. iv. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 22, ete. In this sense alone does 
SwortromOeis answer the preceding OavatwOeis. Bengel : vivifi- 
catio ex antitheto ad mortificationem resolvi debet. The latter 
idea assumes the anterior condition to have been one of death, 
whilst the former—in contradiction to @avar.—would pre- 
suppose one of life. Christ then, according to the apostle, 
entered into the actual state of death, that is, in so far as the 
oapé pertained to Him, so that His life in the flesh came to an 
end ;’ but from death He was brought back again to life, that 
is, was raised up, as far as the 7vedua pertained to Him, so that 
the new life was purely pneumatical. But the new life began 
by His reuniting Himself as mvedua to His cdya, so that 


1 Schott is wrong in maintaining that the antithesis to what is here said should 
be, ‘‘ that Christ was quickened according to His glorified human nature ;” the 
antithesis to ‘‘ earthly,” however, is not “‘ glorified,” but “celestial.” 

2“ Zur Lehre von Christi Hollenfahrt,” in the Zeitschrift fiir luth. Theol. 
u. Kirche, by Delitzsch and Guericke, 1864, H. 4. 

3 Schott substantially agrees with this interpretation, but thinks that the 
above expression does not say decidedly enough that ‘‘ this was an entire cessa- 
tion of His life.” However, this “‘ entire” is saying too much, since capxi evi- 
dently points to a limitation. 
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thus this oda itself became pneumatical.1— According to 
Bengel, with whom Schmid (bibl. Theol.), Lechler, and Fron- 
miiller agree (comp. also Hahn, neutest. Theol. I. 440), Sworroun- 
Gets does not refer to the resurrection of Christ, but to His 
deliverance from the weakness of the flesh, effected by His 
death, and, based upon this, his transition to a higher life 
(which was followed by the resurrection).? Against this, how- 
ever, is to be observed: (1) That the going of His veda to 
the Father, connected with His death (Luke xxiii. 46), is, as 
little as His ascension, spoken of in Scripture as “a becoming 
quickened ;” (2) That as in Oavatw@eis the whole man Christ 
is meant, the same must be the case in Cwozrouels; and 
(3) That this view is based on what follows, which, however, if 
rightly interpreted, by no means renders it necessary. Buddeus 
is therefore entirely right when he says: vivificatio animae 
corporisque conjunctionem denotat.’ 

Ver. 19. With this verse a new paragraph—extending to 
ver. 22 inclusive—begins, closely connected by & @ (ue. 
avevpats) with what precedes, and in which reference is 
made to the glory of Him who was quickened according to 


1 Hofmann says, not quite accurately (Schriftbeweis, II. 1, p. 473): “the 
antithesis éayar. x.7.2%. denotes the end of life in the flesh, and the commence- 
ment of life in the spirit.” For spiritual life was in Christ during His life in 
the flesh, and after it, before His resurrection. At His death He committed 
His zvu« to His Father; it was therefore in Him before, and continued 
to live after His death. — Hofmann remarks correctly, however: ‘‘ As it was 
the Christ living in the flesh who, by being put to death, ceased to be any 
longer in that bodily life in which from His birth He had existed, so His 
quickening of that which was dead is a restoration of a spiritual nature to a 
bodily life.” 

2 Bengel: Simul atque per mortificationem involucro infirmitatis in carne solu- 
tus erat, statim vitae solvi nesciae virtus modis novis et multis expeditissimis sese 
exserere coepit. Hance vivificationem necessario celeriter subsecuta est excitatio 
corporis ex morte et resurrectio e sepulcro. —Schmid: ‘‘The zvedue is a prin- 
ciple which He possessed in a special manner, . . . this, in consequence of death, 
is set free from the trammels of sensuous bodily nature, it now enters upon its 
full rights, and developes in its fulness that ¢44 which was in Hin.” 

3 Schott explains, indeed, Gworsinécis rightly in itself, but he objects to the 
identification of fworciness with dvderuos, and thinks that the former is the 
fundamental condition of the latter, which is the “‘side of the resurrection con- 
cealed and as yet hidden in the depths” (?). But where does the apostle make 
any allusion to any such distinction between two sides in the resurrection of 
Christ ? 
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the Spirit. It may appear singular that in this passage Peter 
should make mention of those who were unbelieving in the 
days of Noah, and of baptism as the antitype of the water of 
the deluge; but this may be explained from the circumstance 
that he looks on the deluge as a type of the approaching 
judgment. It must be observed that it is not so much the 
condemnation of the unbelieving, as the salvation of believers 
that the apostle has here in his mind.— év @ kat «.7.d.] “in 
which (spirit) He also went and preached unto the spirits wm 
prison (to them), which sometime were unbelieving when,” etc. 
The close connection of these words with what immediately 
precedes—by év ©, sc. mvevpatv—tfavours the view that 
éxnpvée refers to an act of Christ which, as the Gworoimeis 
mvevpatt, He performed after His death, and that with refer- 
ence to the spirits év g¢udaxy of the unbelievers who had 
perished in the deluge. This is the view of the oldest Fathers 
of the Greek and Latin Church ; as also of the greater number 
of leter and modern theologians. Augustin, however, opposed 
it, and considered éxjpufev as referring to a preaching by 
Christ év mvevuarts long before His incarnation, in the days of 
Noah, to the people of that generation, upon whom the judg- 
ment of the deluge came because of their unbelief.’ This 
view, after being adopted by several theologians of the Middle 
Ages, became prevalent in the Reformed Church. In recent 
times, it has been defended more especially by Schweizer, 
Wichelhaus, Besser, and Hofmann. The chief arguments 
which those who maintain it advance in opposition to that 
first mentioned, are the following:—(1) The idea that Christ 
preached to the spirits €v ¢vAaxkyj would be an isolated one 
occurring nowhere else in Scripture; and, further, preaching 
such as this, if conceived as judicial, would have been entirely 
useless, whilst, looked on as a proclamation of salvation, it 
would stand in contradiction to the uniform teaching of 
Scripture regarding the state of man after death. To this, 

1 It must be observed, that whilst Hofmann considers the preaching of Christ 
as having taken place through Noah, Schweizer most decidedly disputes this, 
and is of the opinion that it was addressed to Noah himself as well as to his 
contemporaries. In support of this, he very rightly appeals to the fact that 


Noah is not here—as 2 Pet. ii. 5—termed a xfpv% But he does not say by 
whom this preaching must be considered to have taken place, 
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however, it must be replied, that isolated ideas are to be 
found expressed here and there in Scripture, and that the 
reconciliation of the idea of a salvation offered to the spirits 
év dvdaxh with the other doctrines of Scripture, can at most 
be termed a problem difficult of solution; nor must it be 
forgotten that the eschatological doctrines comprehend within 
them very many problems. (2) This view does not corre- 
spond with the tendency of the entire passage from ver. 17 to 
ver. 22, and therefore does not fit into the train of thought. 
But this assertion is to the point only if those who make it 
have themselves correctly understood the tendency of the 
passage, which in this instance they have not done. (3) It 
cannot be understood how Peter comes so suddenly to speak 
of the spirits in prison. But, in reply, it may be urged, with 
at least equal justification, that it is not easy to understand 
how Peter comes so suddenly to speak of an act of Christ 
before His incarnation. (4) The want of the article before 
atrevOnoace compels us to translate this participle not: “ which 
sometime were unbelieving,’ but: “when they sometime 
were unbelieving.” This, however, is not the case, since the 
participle, added with adjectival force to a substantive, is often 
enough joined to the latter without an article. If Peter had 
put the words qropevOels éxypu&e before tots... mvevpact, no 
difficulty would have presented itself in the translation under 
dispute (“the sometime unbelieving spirits in prison”). The 
translation to which preference is given is grammatically 
untenable. — Finally, appeal has been made to the fact that 
cat is placed after év @, indeed even to é& @ itself; but a 
correct explanation offers no justification for so dcing. Besides 
the close connection of the relative clause with that imme- 
diately preceding, the following points favour the interpreta- 
tion attacked :—(1) The correspondence of the vevyare to be 
supplied to év @ with the subsequent mvedpaow ; (2) mopev- 
Geis, which must be taken in the same sense as the zropevOeis 


1 Hofmann, indeed, says that since the expression is not ois dwsdicuos, the 
translation should not be “those spirits in durance, which sometime were dis- 
obedient ;” but he grants that, from a grammatical point of view, it remains 
doubtful ‘‘ whether voré signifies the past as related to the time of Christ’s 
preaching, or the past as recards the present of the writer.” 
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in ver, 22; (3) The fact that aoré does not stand with 
éxnpvée, but in ver. 20 with dmeOjcacw, which shows that 
the dzrevOetv took place previous to the enptocevw ; and, lastly, 
(4) The circumstance that had Peter closed his sentence with 
éxnpvéev, it could have occurred to no one that Peter was 
here speaking of a preaching of Christ which took place in a 
time long gone by. — év @] is not equivalent to dvd (aitso- 
Roytxes with reference to éraHe, Theophylact) ; but whilst 6 
refers back to wvevparts, év @ states in what condition Christ 
accomplished that which is mentioned in what follows,—He 
accomplished it not év capxi (for after the cdp& He was put 
to death), but év mvevuare (for after the wvedua He was made 
alive). év stands here in a position similar to that which it 
holds in Rom. viii. 8, where, however, odp& and mvedua form 
an ethical antithesis, which here is not the case. Hofmann 
wrongly attributes to év here an “instrumental force” equivalent 
to “by means of;” he is induced to do solely by his explana- 
tion of the mvevuats to be supplied. Although it is evident 
that wveduate here must be taken in no sense different from 
that of the foregoing wvedmare, Hofmann nevertheless holds 
it to be identical with the mvedwa Xpictod mentioned in 
chap. i. 11, while he himself says that the wvevpate subjoined 
to fworonfeis cannot be understood of the Holy Ghost.t — 
Peter says, then, that Christ, in the Spirit according to which 
He was made alive, preached to the spirits év dvAaxy, which 
cannot be understood to mean anything else than that He did 
it as a wvedua (in His pneumatical condition). Fronmiiller 
erroneously interprets: “in the existence-form of a spirit 
separated from the body ;” for the quickened Christ lives not 
as a simple spirit, but is in possession of a glorified spiritual 
body. — Kal tois év furaxh mvetpace TopevOels exnpuéev| By 
Ta... mvevpata are to be understood, neither angels (Heb. 


1 Hofmann says that the accusation made against him, that he effaces the 
distinction between wvdu« as a term used to designate the precise nature of 
Christ, and zvdue as the third Person in the Trinity, is the result of that con- 
fusion of ideas by which ‘in the Spirit” and ‘‘as a Spirit” are understood to 
mean the same thing. But it must be replied that rather is the identification 
of two different ideas, contained in his interpretation, the result of the confusion 
of ideas, leading him as it does to hide the difference by defining wv<dua as *‘ the 
Spirit of Christ’s life.” 
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i, 14") nor “men living upon the earth” (as Wichelhaus 
explains), but the souls of men already dead, as in Heb, 
xi. 23, which in Rey. vi. 9, xx. 4, Wisd. iii. 1, are called 
auxat. év dvdraxh designates not only the place, but denotes 
also the condition in which the wvedpata are. Hofmann 
wrongly—because in opposition to the uniform usage in the 
N. T.—denies all local reference to the expression, and would 
therefore translate €v ¢udaxf by “in durance.” The meaning 
is, that the mvevwata were in prison as prisoners.” The 
expression occurs in the N. T. with the article and without it, 
and its more precise force here is clear from the passages: 
Rev. xx. 7; 2 Pet. ii 4; Jude 6. It does not denote 
generally the kingdom of the dead (Lactant. Inst. I. 7, c. 21: 
omnes [animae] in una communique custodia detinentur), but 
that part of it, which serves as abode for the souls of the ungodly 
until the day of judgment.’ The dative depends, indeed, on 
éxnpvéev, not on mopevfeis ; but the addition of the latter 
word gives prominence to the fact that Christ went to those 
spirits, and preached to them in that place where they were. 
Hofmann is not altogether wrong when, in support of his own 
view of the passage, he says: “the operation of the spirit of 
Christ, by which Noah was made the organ of His proclama- 
tion, might be termed a ‘going and preaching’ on the part 
of Christ” (comp. especially the passage, Eph. ii. 17: é\@av 
evnyyericato; see Meyer ww loc., to which Hofmann might 
have appealed), But that sropevOeis cannot be so taken here 
is shown by the opev@els in ver. 22, with which it must 
be identical in sense.* éxnpu&e is the same verb as that so 


1 Baur (Tiib. theol. Jahrb. 1856, H. 2, p. 215) understands it to mean the 
dyy:ra amupricavtes, 2 Pet. ii. 4, who, according to Gen. vi. 1 ff., had fallen 
previous to the deluge. This interpretation is sufficiently contradicted by ver. 20. 

2 The interpretation of Wichelhaus—who by circumlocution explains +2 éy 
Our. rvedpure as equal to of dxeboivres rnpodmevor, Ppovpovyetvos cis nuepay rod xaru- 
xavowov—is altogether erroneous. 

3 Justin (Dial. c. Tryph. c. 5): ras pty rav sdoeBav (uyeds) ty xpelrrovi rou 
apy peever, ras 0 adinous nul srovnpods ty xelpavs Tov Tis xpivews evdercountvas scpovoy, 

4 Luthardt so thoroughly recognises the vis of this wopeuésis, that he says he 
should interpret the passage as Hofmann does, if the sopevés/s did not prevent 
him from doing so.—Besides, it is certain that the coming of the Holy Spirit is 
at the same time a coming of Christ; but it must not be overlooked that in 
the N. T. it is nowhere indicated as being a coming of Christ ty rvevuars, 
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often used in the N. T. of the preaching (not the teaching) of 
Christ and His apostles. Usually it is accompanied by an 
object (ro edayyédtov, THY Bactheiav Tod Oeod, Xpsorov, or 
the like); but it is frequently, as here, used absolutely, cf. 
Matt. xi. 1; Mark i. 38, etc. —It cannot be concluded, with 
Zezschwitz, from the connection of this relative clause with 
Cworrounbels mrvevpare, that Cworoinowy illam spiritualem quasi 
fundamentum fuisse concionis idemque argumentum; nor 
does the word itself disclose either the contents or the pur- 
pose of that preaching; but since Christ is called the «yputas 
without the addition of any more precise qualification, it must 
be concluded that the contents and design of this «yjpuyya 
are in harmony with the xjpuyya of Christ elsewhere. It is 
accordingly arbitrary, and in contradiction to Christ’s signi- 
ficance for the work of redemption, to assume that this 
preaching consisted in the proclamation of the coming 
judgment (Flacius, Calov., Buddeus, Hollaz, Wolf, Aretius, 
Zezschwitz, Schott, etc.), and was a praedicatio damnatoria.’ 
Wiesinger justly asks: “ This concio damnatoria—what does it 
mean in general, what here especially ?”—It is unjustifiable to 
deny, with some commentators, that the apostle regarded this 
\ Seah, = 2 fe ° > e 

mopeveis éxnpvge as an actual reality.\—xai, following év 4, 
must not be explained, as Schweizer does, in this way, that 
Peter, wishing to hold up Christ to his readers as a pattern 
of how they should conduct themselves under suffering, 
adduces two examples, vv. 19 ff, His death on the cross, and 
His preaching; the whole structure of the clauses, as well as 

1 Hollaz : Fuit praedicatio Christi in inferno non evangelica, quae hominibus 
tantum in regno gratiae annunciatur, sed legalis elenchthica, terribilis eaque tum 
verbalis, qua ipsos aeterna supplicia promeritos esse convincit, tum realis, qua 
immanem terrorem iis incussit. This interpretation, which has its origin in 
dogmatic views, Zezschwitz seeks to found on exegesis by characterizing the idea 
of judgment as the leading conception of the whole passage, to which, however, 
the context gives no warrant, and also by maintaining that otherwise Peter would 
have used the word sdayyzaiZev, or acompound of dyyiaagy. Itis certainly correct 
when Schott and Kohler say that xnpécos is not in itself equal to edayyeriZeu ; 
but it does not follow that it may not be applied to a message of salvation. It 
must be remembered that Christ’s aim, even as a preacher of judgment, ever was 
the accomplishment of salvation, as he declared Luke xix. 10 ; John xii. 47. 

* Thus Picus-Mirandola says: Christus non veraciter et quantum ad realem 


praesentiam descendit ad inferos, sed solum quoad effectum. Cf., too, J. R. 
Lavater, de descensu Christi ad inf. lib. I. c. 9.—Many interpreters unwarrant- 
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their contents, contradicts this. Nor can it be explained, as 
Hofmann assumes, “from the antithesis between us whom 
Christ wished to bring to God, and those who as spirits are in 
durance.” This would hold good only if, in ver. 18, it were 
affirmed that Christ did the same to us as to those spirits, 
that is, preached to us. It is likewise incorrect to take xat 
as equivalent to “even” (Wiesinger, Fronmiiller) ; for a dis- 
tinction between these spirits and others is nowhere hinted 
at. «at is put rather in order to show prominently that 
what is said in this verse coincides with the fworrounfels 
mvevpare of ver.18. Zezschwitz: ut notio, quae in enuncia- 
tione €v @ latet (wor. mvevpare) urgeatur. 

Ver. 20. The words which begin this verse: darevOncaciv 
mote, characterize the spirits who are in prison according to 
their former conduct. The participle must not, with Wie- 
singer, be resolved into: “although, notwithstanding the fact 
that they had been disobedient ;” an adversative relation of 
this kind must have been more plainly expressed.! — Accord- 
ing to the uniform usage of the N. T., the word d7zrevOeiv has 
here also the meaning of wnbelief involving resistance; cf. 
chap. ii. 7, 8, iii. 1, iv. 17. The translation: “to be dis- 
obedient,” is too inexact, for the word forms the antithesis to 
muoTevelv. — OTe ame&edéyeTo K.T.r.] Serves not only to specify 
the time when these spirits were unbelieving, but also to 
mark the guilt of the dmeetv. — 2rexdéyer Oa, according to 
N. T. usage, equivalent to: “patient warting,’ is here used 
absolutely, as in Rom. viii. 25 (comp. éxdéyer@as, Heb. x. 13 ; 


ably weaken at least 2x/pu%:, in so far as to make it synonymous with ‘‘showed 
Himself,” or, at any rate, they say that the preaching of Christ was potius 
realiter, quam verbaliter. This the author of the article, ‘‘ Die Hollenfahrt 
Christi,” in the Erlanger Zeitschrift fiir Protest. 1856, should not have 
sanctioned. Schott is not free from this arbitrary method of interpretation, in 
that he characterizes xapiovsy ‘as a bearing witness to oneself, not only in 
word, but also in deed,” and calls ‘‘ this bearing witness to and showing forth 
of Himself by Christ in the glory of His mediatorial person,” a concio 
damnatoria. 

1 Hofmann has now justly given up his former explanation : ‘‘ without being 
obedient.” Walther’s interpretation is evidently entirely arbitrary : ‘‘to the 
spirits, i.e. the devils and the damned in general, particularly to those damned 
who,” etc. But neither is there a warrant for inserting ofo» (Bengel: subaudi sisy, 
i. e. exempli gratia, in diebus Noe ; subjicitur generi species maxime insignis). 
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thus Schott also). The narrative itself shows the object to 
which this waiting of God’s long-suffering was directed. Its 
duration is not to be limited to the seven days mentioned in 
Gen. vii. 4 (de Wette), for this is in keeping neither with the 
dmeEedéyeTo 4) . . . paxpoOvuia, nor the subsequent xata- 
oxevalopévns KiBorod, but embraces the whole period of 
120 years mentioned in Gen. vii 3.—The time specified 
by Ore «.7.X. is still more precisely defined in the subsequent 
év nepats Noe and the catackevalouévns KuBwrod; in such 
a way, however, that these adjuncts contain a reference to the 
exhortation to repentance then given, for Noah was not like 
the others, an unbeliever, but a believer, and the preparation 
of the ark gave unmistakeable testimony to the approaching 
judgment. — “ xy8wrés without the article, the expression used 
by the LXX. for 73h, equal to ark, arca ; comp. Matt. xxiv. 38 ; 
Luke xvii. 27; Heb. xi. 7” (Wiesinger). 


REMARK 1.—Some of the interpreters who do not apply this 
passage to the descensus ad inferos, as Luther (in his Avsle- 
gung der Ep. Petri, 1523), the Socinians, Vorstius, Amelius, 
Grotius, etc., explain éxjpuge as referring to the preaching of 
the apostles, assuring that the unbelievers in the time of Noah 
are mentioned only as types of the unbelievers in apostolic 
times. rd é guaAuxH avebware they understand to mean the 
heathen alone, or those along with the Jews. Amelius: zvevm, 
hic in genere denotant homines, quemadmodum paulo post 
puxyai ev gudaxy: in captivitate erant tum Judaei, sub jugo 
legis existentes, tum quoque gentiles, sub potestate diaboli 
jacentes. Illos omnes Christus liberavit; praedicationem verbi 
sui ad ipsos mittens et continuans et Apostolos divina virtute 
instruens. 

REMARK 2.—Even interpreters who apply this passage to the 
descensus ad inferos, and understand éxqpuée of the preaching of 
salvation,’ are guilty of much arbitrariness, and especially in 
designating more precisely those to whom the preaching is 
addressed, Several of the Fathers, as Irenaeus, Tertullian, 


It must further be remarked that several commentators: Athanasius, 
Ambrosius, Erasmus, Calvin (in his Jnsti#. lib. Il. 2, c. 16, § 9), understand 
Christ’s preaching as at once a praedicatio salvifica and praed. damnatoria. 
Calvin, however, does hold by the idea of xapéeceiy, when he says: Contextus vim 
mortis (Christi) inde amplificat, quod ad mortuos usque penetraverit, dum piae 
animae ejus visitationis, quam sollicite exspectaverant, praesenti aspectu sunt 
potitae ; contra reprobis clarius patuit, se excludi ab omni salute. 


CHAP. III, 20. 187 


Hippolytus; many of the Scholastics; further, Zwingli, Calvin 
Gn his Comment.), and others,—hold those to have been the 
pious, especially the pious of the O. T.!—Marcion thinks the 
xnpyywa Was addressed to those who, though in the O. T. termed 
ungodly, were actually better than the O. T. believers. — 
Clemens Al. supposes the dina: xar& gidrocopiay, who, however, 
were still without faith and in the trammels of idolatry. — 
Several commentators assume that not all unbelievers in the 
days of Noah are meant, but those only who, at first indeed 
unbelieving, had still repented at the last moment when the 
flood came upon them; this is the view of Suarez, Estius, 
Bellarmin, Luther (zu der Erklarung der Genesis, 1536, und 
zu Hosea IV. 2, v. J. 1545), Peter Martyr, etc. Bengel says: 
Probabile est, nonnullos ex tanta multitudine, veniente pluvia, 
resipuisse: cumque non credidissent, dum expectaret Deus, 
postea, cum .. . poena ingrueret, credere coepisse, quibus 
postea Christus eorumque similibus se praeconem gratiae prae- 
stiterit. Wiesinger agrees with this interpretation, at least in 
so far that he assumes that the moral condition of the individual 
(at the time of the flood) was not in every case the same, but 
extremely varied; although, on the other hand, he finds fault 
with it on the ground “that, in contradiction to the context, 
it limits the zxjpu%e only to a part.” Schott remarks, as against 
Wiesinger, “that although some may in respect of moral con- 
dition have differed from the majority, or still have repented in 
the last moment, yet these were not among the spirits in 
durance who listened to Christ’s preaching.” 

REMARK 3.—The view commonly accepted is that this 
preaching by Christ took place before His resurrection, whilst 
His body lay in the grave. Many even of the older dogmatists 
of the Lutheran Church, however, hold it to have been accom- 
plished after His quickening, that is, in the time between this 
and His going forth from the grave. Quenstedt says: Christus 
becvopwaos totaque adeo persona (non igitur secundum animam 


1 Calvin’s exposition is singular: he interprets guvaex% equal to specula vel 
ipse excubandi actus; rd éy gua. rv. equals: the spirits of those who were on the 
watch-tower, i.¢. in the expectation of salvation, or also in anxietas expectationis 
Christi, and then continues: Postquam (Ap.) dixit, Christi se mortuis mani- 
festasse, mox addit: quum increduli fuissent olim, quo significat nihil nocuisse 
sanctis Patribus quod impiorum multitudine paene obruti fuerunt. Exemplum 
vero ex tota vetustate prae aliis illustre deligit, nempe cum diluvio submersus 
fuit mundus. He removes the scruple, that the dative arséjcas is not in 
harmony with this explanation, by observing that the apostles sometimes 
employ one case in room of another. 

2 On Luther’s vacillation in interpreting this passage, see Kohler as above, and 
Schweizer as abeve, p. 7. 
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tantum nec secundum corpus tantum) post redunitionem animae 
ac corporis ad istud damnatorum ov descendit; he fixes the 
time when this happened: illud momentum, quod intercessit 
inter Zworoinow et dvdorao Christi stricte ita dictam. MHollaz: 
distinguendum inter resurrectionem externam et internam ; illa 
est egressio e sepulcro et exterior coram hominibus manifes- 
tatio; haec est ipsa vivificatio; so, too, Hutter, Baier, Buddeus, 
etc. In like manner Schott: “in the new spiritual life which 
in that mysterious hour of midnight He had put on, and before 
appearing with it on the upper world by His resurrection, He 
descended.” — The verse does not indeed say that the éxjpuge 
belongs to this very moment, but it does certainly point to the 
preaching having taken place after Christ’s restoration to life, 
as de Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, Zezschwitz, have rightly 
acknowledged; for referring as ¢v g does to the aveduar: con- 
nected with Cworomésic, it is arbitrary to find in copevdels éxqpute 
mention made of an act of Christ which took place after the 
davarwdeis indeed, but yet before the Cworombeic. As, then, both 
expressions apply to Christ in His entire person, consisting of 
body and soul, what follows must not be conceived as an activity 
which He exercised in His spirit only and whilst separated from 
His body. In addition to this, if according to His intention 
His preaching was to be indeed a preaching of salvation, it 
must have had for its substance the work of redemption, com- 
pleted only in the resurrection. Weiss (p. 232) objects that 
avetjuo is not equal to cima rvevwarméy, and this is undoubtedly 
true; but it cannot prove anything against the view that Christ 
as the Risen One, that is, in His glorified body, preached to the 
spirits in prison, inasmuch as in ¢his body the Lord is no 
longer ¢v capzi, but entirely éy svetuars. — Thus the passage says 
nothing as to Christ’s existence between His death and 
resurrection. If Acts ii. 31 presuppose the going of the dead 
Christ into Hades, the common dwelling-place of departed 
souls, thas descensus ad inferos must not be identified with the 
one here mentioned, as also Wiesinger, Briickner, and Schott 
rightly observe; so that by drawing this distinction the disputed 
question, too, whether Christ descended into Hades, quoad 
animam or quoad animam et corpus, finds its correct solution. 
It must further be added that this passage gives no support 
whatever either to the doctrine of the Form. concordiae, that 
in Hades Christ “overcame the devil, destroyed the power of 
hell, and despoiled the devil of his might,” or to that of the 
Catholic Church of the limbus Patrum and Purgatory. 


Connected with the words xatacxevalomevns KiB@tovd are 
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the thoughts which follow, in which stress is laid, not so much 
on the judgment which overtook unbelievers in the flood, as on 
the deliverance of the few.: eis fv drtyou. — SvecwOnoav 80 
voatos] The preposition dua is to be explained not as equal to 
éx (Acts xxviii. 4: dv SuacwOévta ex Tis Oaddoons), nor as if 
it were €v (in medio aquarum), nor equivalent to non obstante 
aqua (Gerhard), nor even as a preposition of time (eo tempore, 
quo aquae inundaverant); but is to be taken either locally or 
instrumentally. 6c’ vddaros is then either: “through the 
water,” or equivalent to: “by means of water.’ The former 
view (Bengel, Steiger, de Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, formerly 
Hofmann also) seems to be confirmed by the verbum compos. 
duecHOncav. But dvacwfew, both in the LXX. and in the 
N. T. (cf. Matt. xiv. 36; Luke vii. 3, etc.), is often used as a 
strengthened form of cwfew, without the peculiar force of 
dia being pressed. And thus it must be taken here, inasmuch 
as it contradicts the historical narrative in Genesis, to say 
that Noah and his family were saved by passing through the 
water. dvd has accordingly here an instrumental force, so 
that 6c’ idaros indicates water as the medium through which 
the Noahites were delivered." And this interpretation is 
alone in harmony with the context, inasmuch as the apostle 
in what follows gives special prominence to the fact that the 
N. T. deliverance is likewise effected by means of water. If 
water was the means of deliverance to Noah and those with 
him, “in so far as it bore those hidden within the ark, and 
thus preserved them from destruction, comp. Gen. vii. 17, 18” 
(Weiss, p. 313; thus also Wolf, Pott, Jachmann, Schott), 
this implies recourse to a pregnant construction, inasmuch as 
the apostle unites the two thoughts in one: “ they were saved 
by going into the ark,’ and “they were saved 8’ v8arTos.” 
Hofmann seeks to avoid the assumption of a pregnancy by 
explaining #dwp here as the water “which began to overflow 
the earth,” and which compelled Noah to enter with those 


1 Wiesinger has expressed himself in favour of the first version, but then 
remarks: ‘‘the writer conceives the water at the same time as the saving 
element ;”” Fronmiiller, too, combines both interpretations: ‘‘in which few souls 
sought shelter, and were saved through the water and by it ;” this is evidently 
altogether unwarrantable. 
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belonging to him into the ark, in support of which he appeals 
to Gen. vii. 11, 13. But although these passages state that 
both the entering into the ark and the beginning of the 
deluge took place on the same day, still the latter event is 
not indicated as the motive of the former. According to 
the narrative in Genesis, it was the command of God 
which moved the Noahites to enter the ark, and as soon as 
they had done so, and God had closed the ark, the deluge 
commenced ; cf. Gen. vii. 1,16, 17. — Further, on Hofmann’s 
interpretation water can be regarded only in a very loose 
sense as the medium of deliverance; nor would it be in keep- 
ing with the subsequent parallelism. It must be noted that 
véaros is anarthrous, and although by the term no other 
water can be understood than that of the flood, yet Peter’s 
object here is not to show that the same water which destroyed 
some served as the means of deliverance for others, but 
merely to state that the deliverance of Noah and those with 
him was effected by water, in order that this water then may 
be recognised as the type of the saving water of baptism 
(comp. Schott). — ddéyor, rodT’ éotwv dKT@ Wuyal] TodT’ éorw 
k.T.X. justifies the use of the expression é6A<yot ; so much stress is 
laid on this particular, very probably in order to point out, on 
the one hand, the great number of those who perished, and on 
the other, the proportion to be looked for at the final judgment. 

Ver. 21. 6 Kal tas [jas] dvtituroy viv cofer Bamticpa] 
& does not apply to the thought expressed in the previous 
verse, as Gerhard, who adopts the reading @, explains: isti 
conservationi tanquam typo spiritualis conservationis baptis- 
mus velut dvtitv7rov respondet (in like manner Beza, Hornejus, 
Morus, Hottinger, Hensler, etc.), but it refers back to UdaTos, 
and, withal, so that by it water generally is to be understood, 
and not that particular water through the medium of which 
the Noahites were saved; water saved them, and it is water 
by which you too are saved. The general term receives a 
more precise definition in the adjectival avritumov, by means 
of which the water which now saves is contrasted as antitype * 
with the water which saved Noah and those with him. 


* Raphelius : cdo: res aliud quid praefigurans, évrirures res illa praefigurata. 
avrisumos has another meaning in Heb. ii. 24, where the céaos is the zanbivay. 
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What this antitypical water is, is stated by the subjoined 
Sarrticpa, which as an apposition must be explained in the 
sense: “as baptism” (comp. Winer, p. 491 [E. T. 663)). 
Differently Hofmann; he would take the apposition in the 
sense of: “a baptism namely;” he says: “in the explanatory 
apposition the apostle substitutes the term ‘baptism’ for 
‘water, without, by the anarthrous Pdmrricpa, directly 
indicating Christian baptism. What kind of baptism he 
means is stated by the apposition subjoined to Bdwticpa.” 
On this it must be remarked that Bawriucwa would certainly 
convey to the readers only the idea of a definite Christian 
baptism, and that the apposition following is not fitted to 
mark the term baptism, indefinite in itself, as the specifically 
Christian baptism, but only to point out in what way baptism 
possesses in itself the saving power attributed to it. — Without 
any cogent reason, Steiger interprets Bawticpa as equivalent 
to “baptismal water.” The direct conjunction which takes 
place here ceases to occasion surprise, if it be considered that 
the typical character of the deluge, as regards baptism, consists 
not only in the sameness of the elements, but in the similarity 
of the relation of the water to those saved. If dv’ bdaTos be 
rendered “through the water,’ an incongruity will arise, 
disturbing to the parallelism, and which attempts have been 
made to overcome by supplying intermediate ideas. Accord- 
ing to de Wette, the antitypical character of baptism consists 
in this: “that in it the flesh must perish and, as it were, be 
judged ; whilst, at the same time, through faith in the resurrec- 
tion of Christ, pure spiritual life is attained, and the believer 
saved.” By these and such like supplements, which the 
apostle himself in no way suggests, elements are introduced 
foreign to his conception..— ‘The present cwfer is put here 


1 Schott, indeed, justly remarks ‘‘that the antitypical nature of baptism, and 
therefore the typical nature of that to which baptism corresponds as antitype, 
consists precisely in what is asserted of both, namely, in their saving power and 
effect.” He thinks, however, ‘“ that the antitypical nature of the water applies to 
what was essentially peculiar to the great flood.” What this is he explains by 
saying that “‘ the flood was a judgment which destroyed mankind from the earth, 
so that from out of it only a small number, belonging to the church of believers, 
were saved ;” that is, “it was a judgment of extirpation in such a way that it 
was the means of effecting a salvation.” 
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neither instead of the preterite nor the future; it denotes 
rather the effect which, from the moment of its accomplish- 
ment, baptism produces on the persons who submit to it. 
The latter resemble the Noahites whilst by means of water 
they were being preserved in the ark from destruction (d7re- 
Neva). — The antithesis which exists between duds and the 
preceding 6déyo, indicates that the proportion saved by 
baptism to the unbelieving is but small. dAdyou has accord- 
ingly a typical significance. It is more doubtful whether the 
same is the case with the ark; Oecumenius already saw in it 
the church, whilst others regard it as a symbol of Jesus 
Christ. Thus Hemming: quemadmodum aqua per se non 
salvavit Noe, sed mediante arca, ita aqua baptismi per se non 
salvat, sed mediante arca, h. e. Christo Jesu. — ov capkos 
amdbeots pitrov, dda] Apposition to Badwticwa, which, how- 
ever, does not state the nature of baptism generally, but only 
in what sense it effects cow. This is stated first negatively, 
in order thereby to mark more distinctly the standpoint. 
Almost all commentators take capxés as a genitive depending 
on puzrov, and preceding it only for the sake of emphasis. 
Bengel, on the other hand, joins it—as genit. subj.—directly 
with dmé@ecus: “carni adscribitur depositio sordium; ideo 
non dicitur: depositio sordium carnis.” The sense would 
then be: baptism does not consist in this, “that the jlesh 
lays aside its wneleanness.” This explanation, corresponding 
as it does to the position of the words, is well suited to the 
idea adméOeows, which does not necessarily presuppose the 
activity of the subject, but can be used when the subject is, 
strictly speaking, passive; comp. 2 Pet. i. 14, the only other 
passage in which the word occurs in the N. T. Hofmann is 
accordingly mistaken in asserting that “the laying aside of 
uncleanness cannot be regarded as an act of the flesh”? — An 
antithetical allusion to the Jewish washings can hardly be 
here assumed (cf. Justin M. dial. c. Tryph. p. 331: ri yap 
dedos éxelvou tod Bawticpatos (the Jewish washing), 6 tv 
cadpka Kat povov Td chpa gadpiver ; BamticOnte tiv 
apvy7v).' — GdX& cvvedjcews ayabis éemepdtnua eis Ocov] 

1 Augustin’s opinion (contr. Faust. c. 12 et 18), with which Beda and others 
agree, is quite inappropriate, It is, that the apostle here alludes to the baptism 
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The positive, as contrasted with the negative character of 
baptism. cuvedijcews ayaOis can be either the subjective or 
the objective gen.’ érepétnua, a adm. dey. in the N. T. (in 
the O. T. only once, LXX. Dan. iv. 14, as a translation of 
NADNY), is used in classical Greek only in the sense of 
“question.” Holding by this meaning, commentators have 
explained it as—(1) the question concerning a good conscience 
addressed to God (thus Wiesinger, who, however, prefers the 
translation “inguiry” to “question”), or (2) “the question of 
a good conscience directed to God” (Gerhard, Steiger, Besser). 
The first of these renderings is not in harmony with the nature 
of baptism, inasmuch as the person to be baptized already 
knows how the good conscience is to be obtained. From the 
second there results only an incomplete idea, necessitating 
arbitrary supplements.? Now, as éwepwrav, which doubtless 
means only “to ask a question,” is used also of such questions 
as would obtain something from the person asked (Matt. 
xvi. 1; Ps. exxxvii. 3, LXX.), the meaning has been assigned 
to érepotnwa: “the inquiring desire,’ “the inquiring request.” 
Some commentators here take ouv. ay. as a subj. gen., and 
interpret: “the request of a good conscience addressed to God” 


of the heretics. Calvin’s assertion, too, that this negative apposition emphasizes 
the fact that baptism, as an outward form, is of no use, introduces a foreign idea 
into the words of the apostle. 

1 This is denied, indeed, by several commentators, specially by Hofmann and 
Schott, because a good conscience does not precede, but is the fruit of baptism. 
But this assertion presupposes the identification of the good conscience with 
that conscience which by Christ is reconciled with God, and is released from the 
feeling of guilt. For this, however, the N. T. phraseology gives no warrant. 
According to it, cuveidncis dyadn rather means: ‘‘the consciousness of pure 
intentions,” or ‘‘the consciousness of sincerely willing that which is good” 
(Heb. xiii. 18: xaany cuveidnow tomer, tv ruor xaras Otrovess dvarrpipscbus ; cf. 
also 1 Pet. iii. 16; Acts xxiii. 1; 1 Tim. i. 5,19, iii. 9). If baptism is really 
to bring a blessing to the person baptized, he must surely desire it with a good 
conscience. 

2 Gerhard: quomodo deus erga baptizatum affectus sit, etc. ; Steiger: ‘‘ for 
the salvation of which he who receives baptism would be assured ;” Besser : 
Art thou not my father? am I not thy child? The interpretation given in the 
Erlanger Zeitschrift, 1856, p. 293 ff., is evidently altogether erroneous: ‘the 
proof of the good conscience attained in baptism is the éweparnua sis @., i.e. the 
question : Am I not saved by my baptism from the judgment on an unbelieving 
world?” Apart from all else, the matter here treated of is not a question which 
is only put after baptism, since baptism itself is designated as the twzpurnua. 
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(thus Bengel, with whom Schmid, Bibl. Theol. des N. T. p. 199, 
agrees: salvat nos rogatio bonae conscientiae, i. e. rogatio, 
qua nos Deum compellamus cum bona conscientia, peccatis 
remissis et depositis*); but this also gives rise to an incom- 
plete idea, inasmuch as the contents of the request are not 
stated. On this rendering of évepérnua, it is better to regard 
the gen. as an olject. gen., thus: “the request addressed to 
God for a good conscience ;” Lutz, Lechler, Weiss, Weizsicker 
(Reuter’s Repert. 1858, H. 3), Hofmann, Schott ; Wiesinger, too, 
is inclined to agree.” But to this also objections which cannot 
be overlooked arise: (1) Although the reception of baptism be 
founded on the desire for a reconciled conscience, yet it does not 
follow that baptism itself can be described as the expression 
of this desire; (2) Taken thus, the proper meaning of ézrepo- 
tna is entirely lost sight of; the word is used in a sense in 
which it occurs nowhere else,—a proceeding which is all the 
more open to question that the apostle had certainly other 
words at his command wherewith to give the idea of request ; 
(3) The object which the recipient of baptism requests, namely, 
“the reconciled conscience,” is inadequately expressed by cuvei- 
dnots ayaOn, for here no stress is laid on the essential element 
—the forgiveness of sin; lastly, (4) In this interpretation eds 
@cov is only of secondary importance, whilst the passages, chap. 
i, 21 and iii. 18, show that the chief emphasis lies on e’s Oedv® 


1 To this interpretation of Bengel, Hofmann rightly objects: ‘that imzparnua 
cannot well mean something which presupposes the reception of baptism ;” but 
if the “‘ peccatis remissis et depositis” be not looked upon as belonging to the 
idea of a good conscience, Hofmann’s objection loses its validity. 

2 The same view is to be found already in Seb. Schmidius, only that he 
regards éaep. as meaning the petitio addressed to God by him who baptizes, and 
ou, ey. as the gift which he implores for the person baptized ; evidently this is 
entirely arbitrary. 

3 Hofmann, in support of the interpretation here called in question, appeals 
to the circumstance, ‘‘that the petition for the cleansing of the conscience from 
past sins forms the only suitable antithesis to the putting away of filth con- 
tracted outwardly.” But it must be remarked in opposition, that however suit- 
able this antithesis may appear in itself, it does not follow that the apostle had 
it in his mind in the way here stated. It is rather improbable that he had, 
since in this positive nearer definition of baptism its application to cleansing is in 
no way alluded to.—The explanation given in Weissagung und Erfiillung, I. 
p. 234: “‘the happiness of a good conscience asked of God,” he passes over in 
silence in his Schriftbeweis, Il, 2.—The interpretation given by Winer in the 
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—Even from early times interpreters have attempted to explain 
émepwTnpa in this passage, not according to common, but 
according to juristic usage, taking it as equal to ctudwvor, 
stipulatio mutua, contract (Luther: “covenant”), referring at the | 
same time to the act of question and answer, which took place 
at baptism: admotdcon TS Yatava ; awotadcoomar’ cuvtacon 
T® Xpiot@® ; cvvtdcoouac’ abrenuntias ? abrenuntio; credis ? 
credo (Tertull. lib. de resurr. carn.: anima non lavatione, sed 
responsione sancitur). Aretius interprets: Deus in baptismo 
nobis promittit, quod velit nos filiorum loco habere propter 
Christum; contra nos promittimus, nos serio victuros pie; 
haec est mutua stipulatio; this interpretation, however, is 
erroneous, as even in legal phraseology éwepwHtnwa does not 
mean a “reciprocal” contract. De Wette’s is likewise wrong : 
“by metonymy, because questions were addressed to the 
individual who took the vow, émwepwraicfa: acquired the 
meaning promittere, spondere, and ésrepmrnyua that of sponsio;” 
for émepornwa is not derived from émepwraicfa, but from 
émepwtav, and therefore never had or could have had the 
signification: “ solemn pledge.” Further, it has been not 
unjustly remarked, in opposition to this view, according to 
which cuy. ay. is considered as an olject. gen., that it would 
have been better to have spoken of dvactpodi) aya6y as that 
which has to be vowed.’ Briickner has substantially corrected 
de Wette by pointing out that in the language of the Byzan- 
tine lawyers émepwtdv is used in the sense: “to conclude a 
treaty, a contract, stipulari,” taking ovy. ay. as a subject. gen. 
But his exposition suffers from an uncertain wavering, for he 
too declares érepdétnuwa to be synonymous with “ treaty,’ 
indeed with “ vow,’ which is certainly not the case. The facts 
are these: a contract was concluded in the form of question 
and answer: spondesne? spondeo (comp. Puchta, Curs. der 
Instit. v. 3, p. 97); by the question, on the one side, the 
agreement was proposed; by the reply, on the other, it was 


5th ed. of his Gr.: ‘‘The inquiry of a good conscience after God, ze. the 
turning to God, the seeking Him,” does not occur in the subsequent editions, 
nor is there any justification for it. 

1 Estius, Beza, Grotius, Semler, Pott, Hensler, etc., interpret similarly to de 
Wette, 
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concluded. ézepwétnua is then this question by which the 
conclusion of a contract began, not then the contract itself, 
and still less the pledge which was taken rather by him who 
replied. The questioner bound himself by his question to 
accept that which he who gave the reply promised. If, then, 
the designation of baptism as cuveidijoews ay. érepotnua eis 
@ecov is to be explained from legal procedure, it can only be 
spoken of as such, inasmuch as the person baptized, by the 
reception of baptism, enters into a relation—as it were of 
contract—with God, in which he submits in faith to God’s 
promise of salvation. Nor can it be denied that this is really 
in harmony with the nature of baptism, more especially if it 
be considered that in the legal proceedings, connected with 
the conclusion of a contract, the respondent pronounced his 
spondeo in the expectation that the interrogator would fulfil 
the conditions previously stipulated, to which he had pledged 
himself. This explains the expression cvvedjncews ayabijs, 
which points to the circumstance that the recipient of baptism, 
in submitting to it, has the honest purpose faithfully to fulfil 
the conditions under which the divine assent is given. This 
interpretation is distinguished from those above mentioned by 
its concrete precision, No doubt évepétyua in this juristic 
sense is to be found only in writings of a later date ; but since 
this form of concluding a contract belonged to an earlier time, 
it may be assumed that the word had previously been in use 
thus in legal phraseology. The adjunct: & dvacrtacews 
"Incod Xpiorod, by referring back to SwomounOels dé wvedpare, 
brings the apostle again to his former train of thought. The 
words are not appended in a loose way to émepwrnua for 
the purpose of stating how this is effected, as Grotius, Pott, 
Hensler, Zezschwitz, Hofmann, Schott, and others assume ;? 


1 After the explanation here given, it is evidently incorrect when Hofmann 
says that ‘‘ éxepdrnue could only be the question addressed by him who closes an 
agreement, to the person who is to consent to it.” The very opposite is the 
case. The question is not addressed from the former to the latter, but from the 
latter to the former ; that is, then, not from God to the person baptized, but 
from the person baptized to God. 

® 1 Kings xxii. 7: 21 cis torw dup cis 70 txrepwaiioas 0? abrod cov xipov, has been 
appealed to in favour of this construction. Erroneously, since 3? «irod applies to 
a person, Between it, therefore, and 0” dvaerdéczws no parallel can be drawn.— 
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they are rather conjoined with the verb of the clause cote, 
inasmuch as they state that through which the Bamricua 
exercises its saving effect (de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss). The 
former construction is the less justifiable, that it is more 
natural to unite the concluding adjunct with the leading idea 
than with the secondary thought which specifies the nature 
of baptism. It is still less appropriate to connect the words 
directly with cuvedncews ay. (as against Fronmiiller). 

Ver. 22. és éotw év de&a Tod Ocod] This brings to a close 
the whole train of thought with reference to Christ, from ver. 
18 and onwards, inasmuch as to His sufferings, death, resur- 
rection, and going to the spirits in prison, there is now added, 
His sitting down at the right hand of God. This expression, 
which points out the present condition of the glorified Redeemer, 
occurs likewise in Rom. vill. 34, Col. vili. 1, and in other 
passages of the N. T.— cropev@els eis odpavdv] corresponds to 
mopevbeis, ver. 19. — trotayévtay . . . Suvvduewv] added in 
order to give prominence to the unlimited sway of Christ 
Mite oi 224-00), i) 10% Le Cor: xy. 273 Heb, ii8); 
extending even over all heavenly powers, whatever their name 
or office. — The expressions é£ovela. and Suvdpers are—with 
the exception of in this passage—used only by Paul as names 
of angels (with Suvdyes, cf. Ps, ciii. 21, elxviii. 2, LXX.); 
and in the same sequence. dyyedou is not here the general 
term to which éfoveia: and Suvdpes (kal... Kal, equivalent to 
cum ... tum) are subordinate, but the three conceptions are 
co-ordinate, and connected by the repeated copula, This is 
shown by Rom. viii. 38, where, instead of éfovcdas, the name 
dpxai is used. For the various names, comp. Meyer on 
Eph. i. 21; Col. i. 16.— doray. expresses, not enforced, but 
voluntary subjection. 

With regard to the relation of this whole passage to what 
precedes, 67s wal Xpuotds . . . érafev shows that in the first 
instance confirmation is given to the thought that it is better 
to suffer for well than for evil doing, by reference to the 


According to Hofmann, 3 states that which the person baptized appeals to in 
support of his desire for the remission of sin. The passages, however, which he 
quotes (1 Cor. i. 10 and Rom, xii, 1) by no means prove that the prep. dd has 
this signification. 
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sufferings of Christ, similarly as is done in chap. ii. 21. But 
as the last-mentioned passage passes beyond the limits of the 
typical,—that is, first by the addition of tiép dudv to éraber, 
and then by the statements of ver. 24,—the same takes place 
here. There, reference is made to the redeeming death of the 
abased Christ; here, to the living work of the glorified Christ. 
The chief separate points have already been stated. The 
allusion of baptism appears indeed to be a digression, yet it 
belongs essentially to the train of thought; for after that 
mention had been made of Christ’s work among the spirits in 
prison in His exalted condition, it was necessary to call atten- 
tion likewise to His redeeming work on earth, the effects of 
which are communicated through baptism. That Peter speaks 
of this medium (not that of the word, etc.) is explained by 
his reference to the deluge as the type of the approaching 
judgment, and to the water by which Noah and those with 
him were saved, and which appeared as a tUzros of baptism 

' Since that which is stated in this paragraph does not keep within the 


limits of the typical, it may very well—in spite of Hofmann’s assertion to the 
contrary—be described as a digression. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 1. itp jut] Rec. after A K L P & (corr.; after m. pr.: 
arobdvovros orp nud), a., is wanting in B C, several min. Sahid. 
Vulg. Aug. Fulgent. etc.; omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. Perhaps 
it is inserted in order to complete the idea; Reiche considers iép 
nev to be the original reading; so, too, Hofm. The Rec. has 
2v caput before séravras, after K, several min. etc. In A BC 
L &, ete. etc., the preposition is wanting. Even Griesb. recom- 
mends its omission; Lachm. and Tisch. omit é. Buttm. has 
retained @, as, according to his statement, it occurs in B. 
Wiesinger inclines to explain the reading caps from what 
precedes; Reiche, on the other hand, explains é capz/ from 
what follows. The authorities, as well as the idea itself, decide 
for the omission of &.— Ver. 3. ju] Rec. after C K LP, al, 
Oec. Hier., can hardly be genuine; it is wanting in A B, al., 
Syr. utr.; omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. Steiger’s remark, that 
“it is pleasing to us to observe how the apostle does not think 
higher of his own former conduct than of that of the others,” 
does not prove the genuineness of ju. The reading vu, too, 
in 8 and several min., must be regarded as a correction; it lay 
to hand to insert a dative in order to complete the sentence. — 
Following K L P, several min., etc., the ec. has rod Biou after 
xpos, Which is wanting in A B C &, etc. etc. Tittmann 
brackets it, Lachm. and Tisch. rightly omit it.— Bobanua] after 
A BCr,etce. Clem. Theoph. (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the 
Ree. 0éxnua, Which occurs only in K L P, several min. Oec. — 
The aorist zarepydoucdos is attested only by K L P, Oec.; it is 
accordingly better to read the perfect with Lachm. and Tisch. : 
zareipyaobos, after A B Cx, al. Clem. The change could easily 
have taken place from the fact that the aorist form of the word 
is the prevailing one in the N. T. (eg. Rom. vii. 8; 1 Cor. v. 3; 
2 Cor. vii. 11, etc.).— Ver. 5. Instead of r@i érojuas exours xpiieus, 
Buttm. reads: r® irojuws xpivovrs, a reading which is attested 
only by B.— Ver. 7. «ig rae rposevyds] The article ré¢ is very 
suspicious; Lachm. has omitted it; Tisch. has now again 
adopted it, with the remark: articulus non intellecta ea quam 
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habet vi omittendus videbatur. It is wanting in A B x, and 
several min., and seems to be inserted here following chap. iii. 
7.— Ver. 8. xp) révrw» 62] The omission of 6: in A B, 13, Arm. 
Tol. etc., is a correction in order to connect the participle clause 
directly with the preceding verbb. fin. —% dydérn] Rec. after 
several min. and Theoph, — 4, however, is spurious, after A B 
K LP sw, etc. Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted the article; 
Griesb. regards it as at least suspicious. — xardere:] after A B 
K, al., Copt. Arm. etc., Clem. Rom. Syr. etc. (Lachm. Tisch., 
much recommended by Griesb.); instead of the Ree. xarores, 
after L P 8, which is easily explained from Jas. v. 20.— Ver. 9. 
yoyyvouay] Rec. after K L P, Oec.; on the other hand, A B S, al., 
m, Syr. Arm. Vulg. Cyr. ete. are in favour of the singular, 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.: yoyyveuod. The plural from 
Phil. ii. 14.— Ver. 13. xadé] instead of the Rec. xaddc, rightly 
accepted by Griesb. after almost all authorities. — Ver. 14. 73 
rjc 66&ns] Scholz and Lachm. add zai duvéews, which occurs in 
A P® (ris du), several min. etc. In B K L, many min. and 
Fathers, the adjunct is wanting; Tisch. too has omitted it, 
It may quite as well have been omitted later as superfluous, as 
added by way of strengthening. — dvaratera:] Instead of this, 
A and several min. have éravurateras, after Luke x. 6; some 
other authorities read dvaréraura, after 2 Cor. vii. 13. — The 
genuineness of the words: xard piv adrode Praconusiras, xard, d& 
iues ocdleras, is at least doubtful; it is supported by K L P, 
etc., Harl. Tol. etc., Thph. Oec. Cypr.; whilst it is opposed by 
A BX, al., Syr. Aeth. Copt. etc., Tert. Ambr. Beda (Lachm. and 
Tisch.). Whilst de Wette and Wiesinger declare the adjunct 
to be suspicious, and Schott looks upon it as spurious, Hofm. 
considers it genuine, because, in his opinion, without it the 
proper connection of ver. 15 with what precedes would be 
wanting. — Ver. 15. Instead of a&dAorpioerioxoros, Lachm., follow- 
ing B, writes: ddorpierioxorog; on it Tisch. observes: videtur 
elegantiae causa ejectum o,— Ver. 16, & ¢& svbucrs rourw] 1s 
the reading of A B x, al., Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. etc., Cypr. Ephr. 
Oec. (Lachm. Tisch.), There is less evidence for the Rec. éy ca 
#épe roUrw, Which occurs in K L P, ete., and probably arose out 
of 2 Cor. iii. 10, ix. 3.— Ver. 17. Instead of yudy, A** al., Aeth. 
Slav. Thph. etc., read suéiv.— Ver. 19. ae sory xriorj| Rec. 
according to K L P, almost all min., several vss. and Fathers 
(Tisch. 7). Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have omitted a, after A 
Bx, several min. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. Athan. It is difficult 
to decide which is the correct reading; a may have been 
inserted, following Peter’s habitual mode of expression; on the 
other hand, it may have been omitted in order to make TOT 
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xriorj purely terminative.— airy, after A G K y, ete. etc., is 
to be preferred to éaurév.— Instead of dyadororix, which occurs 
inBKLP x, pl. al, Theoph. Oec., and is accepted by Tisch. 
Lachm., after A, a/., Vulg. etc., reads the plural déyadoroituse. 


Ver. 1. Xpuotod ody rabdvtos [irép rcv] capxi] In these 
words the apostle returns to chap. iii. 18, in order to subjoin 
the following exhortation. —capxi is not: “in the flesh” 
(Luther), but: “according to the flesh ;” comp. iii. 18. This 
is made prominent because the believer’s sufferings, too, 
under persecutions, touch the flesh only; comp. Matt. x. 28. 
maovros is not to be limited to the suffering of Christ before 
His death, but comprehends the latter also. It is, however, 
incorrect to understand, with Hofmann, za@ovros at once as 
identical with dsro@avév7os, and in connection with capxi to 
explain: “that Christ by His life in the flesh submitted for 
our sake to a suffering which befell Him—that for our sake 
He allowed His life in the flesh to come to an end” (!), — 
Kal vpels THY avTHY Evvolav oTAicacOe] Kal with reference to 
Christ : “ye also:” the disciple must be like the master. It 
lies to hand to translate évvova (besides here, only in Heb. 
iv. 12) as equivalent here to “ disposition of mind” (de Wette ; 
Weiss, p. 288); but évvova means always “ thought, considera- 
tion” (Wiesinger, Schott)." There is here also no reference to 
the mind of Christ in His sufferings, tiv adtyy évvoay refers 
back to the mdoyew capi of Christ Himself, so that the sense 
is, that since Christ suffered according to the flesh, they too 
should not refuse the thought of like Him suffering according 
to (or on) the flesh. 67v gives the ground of the exhortation. 
Hofmann, Wiesinger, and Schott take 67 as explaining tv 
abt. évyowav. Incorrectly; for the méravras dwaptias will 
not admit of an application to Christ, inasmuch as the expres- 
sion does not presuppose generally a former “relation to sin,” 
but former sinning itself. — The verb ord/feoOaz, in the N. T. 
a7. Ney., is in classical writers often construed with the accus. 
(Soph. Hlectra, v. 991: @pacos omdifec@ar) ; while applied to 
every kind of equipment, eg. of ships, it here refers to the 
Christian’s calling as one of conflict. — étv 6 TraOav ev capkt 


1 Reiche erroneously appeals in support of this meaning: “disposition of 
mind,” to the passages in Proy. v. 2, xxiii, 19, LXX., and Wisd. ii. 14, 
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méravtat dpaptias] In Luther's translation: “for he who 
suffers on the flesh, he ceaseth from sin,” the present is 
incorrectly substituted for the preterite tense: év capki ; 
correctly: “on the flesh.” Hofmann’s rendering is wrong: 
“in the flesh,’ which, compared with the év capxié preceding, 
would imply “that whilst Christ’s life in the flesh ended with 
His suffering, our sufferings took place with continued life in 
the flesh” (!). The reading capi, “according to the flesh,” 
conveys the same idea; cf. Winer, 384 (EK. T. 513).— 
méravtat apaptias|] The mid. wavouas is in the classics 
frequently joined with the genitive, eg. Zl. vii. 290: ravow- 
peda payns; Herod. i. 47: ths wayns ératcavto ; Herodian. 
vii. 10,16: THs Te dpyqs 0 Siwos éeratcato. In this way 
qwérravtat here is explained by most interpreters as equivalent 
o: “he has ceased from sin, that is, he has given up sinning.” 
The word may also be taken as the perf. pass. according to the 
construction vavew tid Tovos, equivalent to: “to cause one 
to give up, to desist from a thing.” wéravrac dpaptias 
would then mean: “he has been brought to cease from sin, to 
sin no more” (Schott: “ brought away from sinful conduct”). 
Hofmann erroneously asserts that “ wavew twa duaptias would 
in a quite general way mean: action such as brings it about 
that the individual is ended with sin ;” that is to say, in the 
sense, that his relation to sin is at an end.’ For the genitive 
with mravew denotes always a condition or an activity of him 
who is the object of wavecv.—It makes no essential difference 
in the thought whether zavew be taken here as a middle 
(Weiss) or as a passive (de Wette, Wiesinger). The idea: 
“through Christ immunitatem nactus sum,” is expressed here 
neither in the one case nor in the other (Wiesinger), — The 
clause here has the form of a general statement, the meaning 
of which is, that by suffering as to the flesh a ceasing of sin 
is effected.” This idea, in many respects a true one, may 


1 Thus, too, Schott: ‘‘He who has experienced the xaéciv cupxi is delivered 
from his former relation to sin.” But Schott admits that ‘‘a release from sin 
must be thought of, in so far as sin determined the conduct and made ét sinful.” 

? Genuinely catholic is the remark of Lorinus on viv. éuaprias: Peccatorum 
nomine absolute posito gravia intelliguntur, quae vocamus mortalia; nam 
desinere atque quiescere a levibus et peuealibea, eximium privilegium est, Gs 
terque Deiparam definire non possumus, an alii ulli concessum. 
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according to the connection be defined thus: he who suffered 
on account of sin, that is, on account of his opposition to sin, 
has in such wise broken with sin that it has no more power 
over him (Weiss). It is incorrect, with several of the earlier 
commentators, as also Schott, to understand mwa@ov in a 
spiritual sense, either of the being dead with Christ in baptism, 
according to Rom. vi. 7 (Schott), or of the putting to death 
of the old man (Gerhard: qui carnem cum concupiscentiis 
suis in Christo et cum Christo crucifigit, ille peccare desinit ; 
Calvin: passio in carne significat nostri abnegationem), Op- 
posed to such an interpretation is the subjoined capi, by 
which this ma@év here is expressly marked as identical with 
the vra@ev, used with reference to Christ; and the apostle in 
no way hints that that za@év is employed in a spiritual 
sense. It is evidently entirely a mistake to understand by o 
maGeov Christ, as Fronmiiller does,—zéz. duapr. being thus 
in no way appropriate (doubtless Jachmann explains: “ because 
Christ hath removed sin for Himself, that is, hath shown that 
it is possible to be without sin” (!)); nor is it less so to 
assume, finally, with Steiger, that here “the apostle unites 
together the different persons, the head and the members in 
their unity,” so that the clause would contain the double 
idea: “ Christ suffering as to the body made us free from sin,” 
and: “we, by participating through faith in the sufferings of 
Christ, die unto sin.” Hofmann, too, unjustifiably gives the 
clause the double reference—to Christ and to the Christians ; 
to Christ, “in as far as He by His bodily death was finished 
with sin, which He took upon Himself for the purpose of 
atoning for it;” to the Christians, “in so far as he is spiritually 
dead whilst still alive in the body, and so is translated into a 
life in which he goes free from the guilt and slavery of sin.” 
In these interpretations thoughts are supplied to which the 
context makes no allusion.’ 

Ver. 2. eis TO pnxéte x.7.X.] The words may be connected 
either with the exhortation omdicacOe or with méravras 
dpaptias. De Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, and Hofm. 
justly prefer the former connection, inasmuch as the infinitival 


1 Reiche regards the entire sentence as spurious, because of the difficulty and 
indistinctness of the thought. 
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clause expressive of a purpose stands related more naturally 
to the imperative, than to a subordinate clause containing a 
general statement (otherwise Zezschwitz and the former ex- 
position in this commentary). Still, it is incorrect to connect 
ets here with omAifec@ar, as in the common phrase: omdi- 
Ceo Pau eis TO ppayeo@as (Schott). Had the apostle meant this, 
he could not have separated by a parenthesis words which so 
directly belong to each other; eés can only add the nearer 
definition of the aim to which omdv& is directed. — advO@poTwv 
érreOupiais, GANA GeArjpate Oeod] The datives are to be ex- 
plained either as TH ducasootvyn Shv, chap. ii. 24 (Brickner, 
Wiesinger), or they express the pattern according to which 
(Hofm.) ; as in Acts xv. 1, Gal. v. 16, 25, etc. Gerh.: praecipit 
ut normam vitae nostrae statuamus non hominum voluntatem, 
sed Dei voluntatem. The latter view is to be preferred on 
account of the idea Tov... Bidcat ypdvov. “ avOpomav and 
Ocov are antitheses, as are also the manifold lusts of men 
and the one uniform will of God” (Wiesinger). The notion 
that by ém@uuiae are to be understood the lusts, not of the 
readers, but of those only by whom they were surrounded 
(Schott, Hofm.), must be rejected as arbitrary. — Tov éméXourrov 
év capxl Bidcat xpovov] With év capxi, comp. 2 Cor. x. 3, Gal. 
ii, 20; Phil. i. 22, 24. odp& expresses as little here as in 
ver. 1 an ethical conception; it denotes the earthly human 
nature to which the mortal body belongs. — The verb Riodv 
is Gm. Ney. in the N. T. The form Bidcas is to be found in 
the Attic writers, but it is less common than the 2 aor: 
Bia@vas. — érridovrros, in like manner, a7. ey. : “the remain- 
ing time in the flesh ;” an idea similar to 6 tis TapouKias 
xpovos, chap.i.17. With the whole thought, comp. Rom. xii. 2. 

Ver. 3. A fuller explanation is now given of the thought 
expressed in the previous verse, that the Christians should no 
longer live after the lusts of men, but according to the will of 
God; hence yap. — dpxetds] Matt. vi. 34, x. 25; correctly 
Wiesinger: “the expression is here a pefwous.” Gerhard: in 
eo quod ait “ sufficit” est quidam asterismus sive liptotes, qua 
mitigat Ap. exprobrationis asperitatem. Schott introduces a 
foreign application when he explains: “in it you have enough 
to repent of and to make amends for.” The construction as 
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in Isocrates (in Panegyr.): txavos yap 0 mapednrvOas xpdvos, 
év © TL THY Seay ov yéyove; comp. (kavotcbw, Ezek. xliv. 6, 
xlv. 9. éo7e simply is to be supplied, not, with Steiger, 
“should be.” — 0 rapehndvOas xpdvos] points back to unxéte; 
in contrast to Tov émiNowrov . . . xpdvov. — Td BovAnpa TdY 
€Gvav KateipyacOa| The infinitive is, in free construction, 
dependent on dpxerds, as it also stands with dpxet; cf. 
Winer, p. 298 f. [E. T. 401 ff]. The inf. perf. is selected 
“to designate the former life of sin, which has once for all 
been brought to a close” (Schott).—  tav é@vdv] is not 
evidence that the epistle was addressed to aforetime Jews. 
When Jachmann says: “the apostle could never say of the 
heathen, that they lived according to the will of the heathen,” 
it must be observed, that if the readers were formerly heathen, 
the BotAnua tev éOvav was undoubtedly their own BovrAnua, 
but that é€@va@v is explained by the fact, that they were now 
heathen no longer (as opposed to Weiss). — memopeupévous | 
must be referred to duds, to be supplied in thought to catesp- 
yao@a. If the right reading be piv after dpxeros yap, Peter 
would include himself, and suas would have to be supplied. 
The Vulg. is indefinite: his qui ambulaverunt. Beza’s view 
is inappropriate, that Peter refers here not only to the readers 
of the epistle (whom he considers to have been Jewish- 
Christians), but also to their ancestors, ze. the former ten 
tribes of Israel. With mopevec@au év, cf. Luke i. 6; 2 Pet. 
ii. 10. — doeryelars] “ excesses of every icind,’ embracing speci- 
ally unchastity ; cf. Rom. xiii. 13; 2 Cor. xii. 21; Gal. v.19; 
3 Macc. u. 26, etc.; Buddeus considers it to mean nothing 
else than: obscoenitas et stuprorum flagitiosa consuetudo ; 
Lucian has the expression: dcedyéotepor Tay dvwv. — émt- 
O@vyuiats] in the plural denotes jleshly lusts in themselves ; 
although not limited to sensual desires only, it yet includes 
these chiefly. — oivofduylats] da. Ney. in the N. T.; the verb 
oivodAvyeiv, LXX. Deut. xxi. 20, Heb. 82D; Luther: “ intoxi- 
cation;” better: “drunkenness.” Andronicus Rhodus, lib. 
mep Tadav, p. 6: oivopruyia éotiv ériOupia oivov amdnoTOos. 
Philo (V. MU. 1, § 22) calls otvodpdvyia an arAjpwtos ériOupia, 
— Kxeépows] besides here, only in Rom. xii. 18, Gal. v. 21, 
where, as here with zrorocs, it is joined with wé@ar: commissa- 
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tiones, properly : “ cwrousals;” ef. Pape, s.v.— rérous] ar. dey. ; 
chiefly applied to social drinking at the Maneeay Appian, 
B. C.1. p. 700: 0 8 Zepropuos . . . TH TOANA Tv ewl Tpupis, 
yuvaik, Kal Kemols Kal OTOL aan awe abepitous 
eldwroraTpelas| designates heathen idolatrous practices speci- 
ally. dOéusTos, in the N. T. occurring, besides in this passage, 
only in Acts x. 28, gives marked prominence to that in the 
nature of eiSwA. which is antagonistic to the divine law. 
Bengel : quibus sanctissimum Dei jus violatur. This descrip- 
tion is only applicable to such persons as were formerly 
heathen, not to the Jews; to the latter only in the days before 
the Assyrian and Babylonian captivities. Weiss (p. 113), in 
opposition to this, wrongly appeals to Rom. ii. 17 ff; for the 
reproach there made against the Jews bears an impress entirely 
different from the description here given; nor is the ‘epoovaciv 
in that passage identical with the practice of idolatry. It is 
altogether arbitrary to take the expression e/dwAonarTpetar here 
in a wider sense, so as to exclude from it idolatry proper; and 
it is further opposed by the expression a@euirous. 

Ver. 4. €&v & &evifovrar] Many interpreters apply é& 
directly to the thought contained in the following clause: pu) 
CUVTPEXOVTMY 2. . dvaxvow 5 Pott: év rovtm b€é Eevif, dre 
pj ouvTpéxete; incorrectly; év @ is connected rather with 
what precedes. Still it can hardly be right to explain, that as 
the perfects xateupydoOar and memopevpévovs point to the fact, 
that they no longer live as they had lived, this was the matter 
of wonderment (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott,? and in this com- 
mentary). It is more natural to take it thus—év © equivalent 
to: “on the ground of this” (that is, because ye have thus 
lived), and the absolute genitive following as equal to: “ in- 
asmuch as ye run not with them,” so that the sense is: “on 
account of this, that ye thus walked in time past, your country- 


+ Schott unjustifiably maintains that the <idwrocrurpeias are termed dé{uiror not 
in themselves, but on account of the immoral, voluptuous ceremonies connected 
with them. The adject. is added because they form an antithesis, in the 
strictest sense, to God’s holy prerogative. It is unwarrantable to assert that 
sdwarorarpeiz could only be termed &déuiros when practised by the Jews, not 
when by the heathen. 

* It is true that ‘‘a surprise calling forth displeasure” (Schott) is meant; but 
this does not lie in the word itself. 
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men think it strange when ye do so no longer” (Hofm.); with 
év @, comp. John xvi, 30 and Meyer in loc. The genitive 
absolute assigns, as it frequently does, the occasioning cause 
(Winer, p. 195 [E. T. 259]). The word £evifecOar (in its 
common meaning is equivalent to: “to bea guest;” thus it is 
used frequently in the N. T.) here means: “to be amazed,’ “ to 
feel astonishment ;” comp. ver. 12; Acts xvii. 20.’— pm oup- 
TpexovTov vay] “ yr) refers the matter to the amazement of 
the heathen.” ocuvtpéyew, Mark vi. 33 and Acts iii. 11: to 
run together, confluere ; here: “to run in company with any 
one.” — eis THY adTiy Ths dcwtias avdxyvow] states the aim 
of the cuvtp. With adowtia, comp. Eph. v. 18; Tit. i. 6: 
“lewd and dissolute conduct.” The word dvdyvous is to be 
found in Aelian, de an. xvi. 15, used synonymously with 
érrixdvos, and Script. graec. ap. Luper. in Harpocr. with d7rép- 
KAvots ; it means, accordingly: the overflowing. This sense 
is to be kept hold of, and tpéyew els dowtlas to be explained 
of the haste with which dissoluteness is allowed to break 
forth and to overflow. According to Hofm., it denotes the 
doings of those who are in haste to pour out from them their 
indwelling lasciviousness, so that it overflows and spreads in 
all directions. From the explanation of Strabo, ii. p. 206 A: 
héyovtar avaytoes ai tAnpovpevat TH OadatTn KoldNades ev 
TAnppvpict, it is unjustifiable to derive the meaning “ sentina, 
mire” (2d ed. of this commentary), or “flood” (3d ed.), or 
“stream” (Schott).” — Bracdnpodvtes] characterizes their 
amazement more nearly as one which prompts them to speak 
evil of those whose conduct causes them astonishment (not 
“ Christianity,’ as Hofmann thinks). Schott justly remarks 
that “it is not the being struck with amazement in itself 
which is, strictly speaking, of significance here, but that 
definite form of it expressed by PAacdnuodvtes, placed last 
for the sake of emphasis.” 

Ver. 5 points to the judgment which awaits the evil- 

1 The object. to Zvi€ecéa: is either in the dative, as ver. 12 (Poly. iii. 68. 9: 
UeviCovero ra vr) cu Bebnxds clvar wupz xhv axpocdoxixy), or is subjoined by means of 
dia ot OL taxi ri. 

2 Hesych. and Suidas interpret dvéqueis also by Baaxsia, txavors; thus 


Gerhard : virium exolutio, mollities ; according to de Wette it means : profusio, 
wantonness ; but it is better to keep to the above signification. 
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speaking heathen: of dmrodécover Adyov] aod. Noyov (Matt. 
xii. 836; Heb. xiii 17; Acts xix. 40). Antithesis to airety 
Adyor, chap. iii. 15. — TO étoluas Eyovte] “that is, the Saviour 
risen, and seated at the right hand, chap. il. 22,” de Wette. 
— The expression: éroiuws éyew, “to be ready,’ with the 
exception of here, only in Acts xxi. 13; 2 Cor. xi. 14.— 
kpivas Cevtas Kal vexpovs] As often in the N. T. of the last 
judgment, which by éroiu. éy. is pointed out as near at hand; 
comp. ver. 7. Gavtas Kal vexpovs does not denote some 
dead and some alive, but the aggregate of all, whether they 
be living or already dead when the day of judgment comes ; 
comp. Acts x. 42; 2 Tim.iv. 1.’ It is erroneous to under- 
stand by the quick and the dead the Christians only (Wichel- 
haus, Schott), or those who speak evil only. Peter, by naming 
Him to whom the evil-speakers shall render an account, the 
Judge of the quick and the dead, implies thereby that they 
are not to remain unpunished, whether they die before the day 
of judgment or not. And this, as a testimony to the justice 
of God, should serve to comfort the Christians under the 
calumnies which they had to endure, and exhort them not to 
be led aside by them to a denial of their Christian walk. — 
It must further be observed, that this passage adds the last to 
those elements of the glory of the exalted Saviour mentioned 
at the close of the last chapter, namely, the office of judge 
which He will execute at the end of the days. 

Ver. 6, This verse, which has been explained in very 
diverse ways,’ is meant, as the ydp following upon eds todro 
shows, to give the ground or the explanation of a statement 
going before. The question is: Which statement is it? The 
sound of the words serves to suggest that in vexpots we have 


1 Gerhard: vivos, quos judex veniens reperiet vivos, mortwos, quos ex 
sepulcris in vitam revocabit. Several commentators erroneously understand the 
words avras xa} vexpovs in a figurative sense; Joh. Huss: vivos in gratia ad 
beatitudinem, mortwos in culpa ad damnationem ; Bened. Arias: vivos adhuc in 
carne illa Adami: mortuos in Christo. 

2 Lorinus enumerates twelve different interpretations; nor does that com- 
plete the number. Many commentators are uncertain, and confess that they 
do not understand the true meaning of the verse ; thus also Luther, who even 
thinks it possible that the text has been corrupted. Reiche, too, is inclined to 
regard the passage as a gloss added by a later hand. 
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a resumption of the vexpovds immediately preceding, and that 
what is said in this verse is to be regarded as the ground of 
the thought that judgment will be pronounced, not only upon 
the living, but wpon the dead also. This assumption seems 
to be corroborated by the xa’ before vexpots. The fact—to 
which Peter appeals—on which this thought is based is 
expressed in evayyedicOn. But it is precisely this idea, that 
the gospel was preached to the dead,—to all the dead,—which 
has induced the interpreters to deviate from the explanation 
lying most naturally to hand. It is entirely unjustifiable, 
with Zezschwitz (thus Alethaeus already, and Starkius in 
Wolf), to connect the verse with vv. 1 and 2, regard vv. 3-5 
as a digression, and understand under vexpots the Christians 
who are already dead when the day of judgment arrives. ydp 
certainly must refer back to ver. 5; according to Schott, it 
apples to the whole homogeneous statement of ver. 5 ; accord- 
ing to Bengel, to 76 Eroiuws éyovtt; in their opinion, likewise, 
vexpots is to be understood of Christians already dead. This 
determination of the expression, however, is arbitrary, as no 
mention is made in ver. 5 of the Christians.’ It lies more to 
hand to take the vexpots as meaning the evil-speakers mentioned 
in ver. 5. On this interpretation, the apostle tells the Chris- 
tians who were being evil spoken of not to forget that those 
calumniators who died before the judgment would not on that 
account escape punishment. Still, it is difficult to see why 
the apostle should give such special prominence to this,— 
more especially with the further remark, that the gospel was 
preached unto them, a... ot x7. Wiesinger justly 
remarks: “that the author should so expressly accept the 
assumption of their death, does not well agree with the éro/uws 
éyew, and not with the subsequent mdvrav 5é To Tédos 
myyexe.” — Hofmann, whilst correctly recognising that by 
vexpots the apostle here does not denote Christians only, or 
unbelievers only, gives a closer definition of the term by 
applying it to those of the dead to whom, during their life- 
time, the gospel had been preached. At the same time, 


1 It is evidently still farther fetched to understand vexpois as meaning the 
believers of the O. T., as is done by several of the earlier commentators— 
Bullinger, Aretius, etc. 

1 PETER. O 
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however, he assumes that the thought here expressed “ serves 
to confirm or explain the whole statement that the slanderers, 
without exception, whether living or dead, must render account 
to the Lord.” But, on the one hand, the apostle in no way 
alludes to the limitation of the idea here too supposed ; and, 
on the other, it is incorrect to understand by f@vTas kat 
vexpovs, ver. 5, the calumniators only. If all arbitrariness is 
to be avoided, then vexpots must here be taken in the same 
wide sense as vexpovs in ver. 5. Any limitation of the general 
idea is without justification,—indicated, as such is, neither by 
the want of the article before vexpots,’ nor by the circumstance 
that the slanderers are the subject in ver. 5. Accordingly, it 
cannot be denied that the apostle gives expression to the 
thought that the gospel has been preached to all, who are 
dead, at the time when the last judgment arrives. With the 
view of chap. iil. 19, 20, which is in harmony with the words, 
this thought need occasion no stumbling. In that passage, it 
is true, the éxnpv&ev applies only to the spirits of those who 
perished in the flood. But they alone are mentioned there 
not because the xjpuvyua was addressed exclusively to them, 
but because the apostle recognised in the deluge the type of 
baptism.” Accordingly, though there be a close connection of 
thought internally between what is here said and chap. iii. 
19, 20, it is nevertheless erroneous, with Steiger, Konig, 
Giider, Wiesinger, Weiss, p. 228 f., to take ednyyerticOn as 
applying only to those there named. — evyyyedtoOny] is 
put here impersonally: “the gospel was proclaimed:” neither 
6 Xpsords nor 4 Sivday7) Tod Xprotod (Bengel, Grotius, Pott, 
etc.), nor anything similar, is to be supplied. 

eis ToUTO... tva (comp. chap. iii. 9; John xviii. 37, and 
other passages) points to the design of the fact stated in 
evnyyericOn; on this the chief accent of the sentence lies. 
The apostle bases the thought, that the Lord stands ready to 


1 The phrases: iysipes, tyelpecbas, dvarrnvas tx vexpay (see Winer, p. 117 [E. T. 
153]), go to prove that the expression »:xpo/, when applied to all the dead, has 
not necessarily the article prefixed to it. Elsewhere, too, vexpo/ has no article ; 
ef. Luke xvi. 80; Acts x. 42; Rom. xiv. 9. 

* Erroneous is the opinion of several commentators (Pott, Jachmann, Konig, 
Grimm in theol. Studien und Kritiken, 1835), that these only are named by way 
of example, because they were specially ungodly. 
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judge the dead also, not alone on the circumstance that the 
gospel has been preached to them too, but that it has been 
preached for the purpose which he states in what follows. 
This purpose is expressed in the sentence consisting of two 
members: wa xpildow pév Kata avOpérrovs capKi, Saow Sé 
Kata Ocov mvevpate. According to the grammatical structure, 
kpiaow and féouv are co-ordinate with each other, and both 
are equally dependent on fa. In sense iva applies, however, 
only to Gaovv, inasmuch as the first member must be regarded 
as a parenthesis. The construction here is similar to that 
which is frequently to be found in classical writers in clauses 
connected by pév ... dé (see Matthiae, ausf. griech. Gr. 2d ed. 
p- 1262). This conjunction, as Hartung (Lehre v. d. Partikl., 
Part II. p. 406) remarks, discloses the contrast. The aorist 
KptOaow shows the judgment to be one which, at the com- 
mencement of the last judgment, is by their very death 
executed upon those who are then dead, and this quite inde- 
pendently of whether the gospel was preached to them before 
or after death. It is accordingly erroneous to understand this 
judgment (xpifaow) to mean the judgment of repentance 
(Gerhard), or that of the flood (de Wette) ; it is the judgment 
of death, as nearly all expositors have rightly acknowledged. 
Hofmann, with only an appearance of rightness, asserts that 
the expression of the apostle can be appropriately applied only 
to those who did not suffer this judgment of death till after 
the gospel had been preached to them. The apostle could 
express himself thus as regards those also with whom this was 
not the case, all the more readily that they were not set free 
from the condition of death immediately on hearing the gospel 
preached, nor then even, when they had received it in faith. 
Accordingly, the interpretation is: “i order that they, after 
the flesh, indeed, judged by death, may live according to the spurit” 
(Wiesinger). The antithesis capxl... mvevpare is here in 
the same sense as in chap. ili. 18. Giider’s opinion, that capé 
here denotes the sinful bias which the dead possess, is unwar- 
ranted; nowhere in Scripture is oadp& attributed to the 
already departed.— Kata dv@pérovs means neither: “ by 
men,” nor: “ according to the judgment of men;” but: “accord- 
ing to the manner of men, as is peculiar to them.” — The 
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second member: Caou S€ cata Ocov mvevpate, corresponds as 
to form entirely with the first clause, only that here the verb 
is present, because it mentions the future condition aimed at. 
tyv is antithetical to xpuOjvas, and denotes the eternal life 
which in the judgment is awarded to those who in faith have 
received the gospel. It is more nearly defined by cata Oecdv, 
which (corresponding to the cata dv@pémovs) can only mean, 
“according to the manner of God, as corresponds with the 
character of God.” *— This final clause states the purpose 
which this evayyedifeo Oar should serve; whether, and in how 
far, the object is attained is not said. 

Ver. 7. Here begins the third series of exhortations, which 
has special reference to life in the church, and is linked on to 
the thought of the nearness of the end of all things (see 
Introd. § 2). — wdvtwy S€ 7d tédos ipryytxev] Sé marks clearly 
the transition to another train of thought. It is accordingly 
incorrect to connect the clause with what precedes (Hofmann). 
mavtov To Tédos, equal to; “the end of all things,” refers back 
to the foregoing éroiuws éyovts xpivat; with the judgment 
comes the réXos. mavtwr, placed first by way of emphasis, is 
not masc. (Hensler: “the end of all men”) but neut.;? comp. 
2 Pet. iii. 10,11; with 7tédos, Matt. xxiv. 6, 14. — Ayyxe] 
comp. Rom. xiii. 12; Jas. v.8; Phil.iv.5. That the apostle, 
without fixing the time or the hour of it, looked upon the 
advent of Christ and the end of the world,—in its condition 
hitherto,—therewith connected, as near at hand, must be 
simply admitted.’ — cwdpovycate ody Kat vippate] The first 
exhortation, grounded (odv).on the thought of the nearness of 


1 Hofmann interprets xer&% @s¢v incorrectly by: ‘‘ because of God,” to which 
he adds the more precise definition : ‘‘ since it is God who gives this life, so that 
it is therefore constituted accordingly.” — Jachmann’s view is very singular ; he 
holds that xaré ©» means ‘‘ with reference to their divine part ;” nor, he 
thinks, should this occasion surprise, for, as the sensuous nature of man is in 
biblical language personified by 6 dvépwaes, so too his invisible, divine nature 
might be personified by o @sés. 

” Oecumenius gives two interpretations: 3 sta0s* dye} cov, 4 cuerAanpwois, 
ouvrtnrcia® 1 tires nyyixives Tav évTwv TpopnTay’ soUre dt aANbET Abyw, 6 Xpiors, 
ruvTay yup TeArtiorns, aires tori. The second is evidently false. 

3 According to Schott, #yyixe means as much as: ‘‘ not only is there nothing 
more between the Christian’s present state of salvation and the end, but the 
former is itself already the end, é.¢. the beginning of the end.” 


So 3. 
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the end of the world. cadp.; Vulg.: estote prudentes ; in this 
sense the word is not in use in the N. T.; it means rather tem- 
perateness of spirit, z.e. the governing omnium immoderatorum 
affectuum; with the passage comp. 1 Tim. ii. 9; Tit. ii. 6 
(Hemming: cwdpoctivn, equal to affectuum et voluntatis 
harmonia), in contrast to the licentiousness of the heathen 
described in ver. 2 (Wiesinger). — vypate] Vulg.: vigilate, 
inexactly ; vide has here the same meaning as in chap. i.13. 
It is not enough to understand both expressions of abstinence 
from sensual indulgence. — eis [ras] mpoocevyds] not: in 
orationibus (Vulg.), for eés states the aim of the cwd¢p. and 
vypew, but: “unto prayer,’ that is, so that you may always be 
in the right frame of mind for prayer. If tds be genuine, it 
is to be explained on the supposition that the apostle took the 
prayers of Christians for granted.— A mind excited by 
passions and lusts cannot pray. The plural points to repeated 
prayer (Schott). Schott, without any warrant, would under- 
stand by it the prayers of the church only.— The fact that 
both ideas are synonymous, forbids any separation, with de 
Wette and Hofmann, of cadppovncate from vate, and the 
conjoining of és tT, mpocevyds with the latter term only. 

Ver. 8. mpo ravtwv 6é] cf. Jas. v. 12.— tH els éavtods 
(i.e. GAjrOuS) ayarnv éxtevy Exovtes. The second exhorta- 
tion. The participle shows that this and the first exhortation 
belong closely together. Luther translates inexactly: “have... 
a burning love.” Love one to another, as the characteristic 
sign (John xiii. 35) of Christians, is presupposed ; the apostle’s 
exhortation is directed to this, that the love should be éxrevns 
(Bengel: amor jam praesupponitur, ut sit vehemens, praecipitur). 
— For éxrevys, cf. chap. i. 22. There is nothing to show that 
the apostle gave expression to this exhortation with special 
reference to the circumstance “that in the case of his readers 
brotherly love was united with danger and persecution” 
(Schott).— Ore [] aydrn Kadirres mrAHO0Ss dpaptiov] A 
proverbial saying after Prov. x. 12: my DTD yA ANY 
many mpsA Dyen-PD (the second half is incorrectly translated 
by the LXX.: mdvtas 8 tobs pun) fidoverkovyvtas KadvrrTEL 
gtria): “ Love covereth (maketh a covering over) all sins.” 
The sense of the words is evident from the first half of the 
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verse; whilst hatred stirs up strife and contention (by bring- 
ing the sins of others to the light of day), love, with forgiving 
gentleness, covers the sins of others (and thus works concord).’ 
— In its original meaning, accordingly, the proverb has refer- 
ence to what love does as regards the sins of others; love in 
its essential nature is forgiveness, and that not of some, but of 
many sins; 1 Cor. xiii. 5, 7; Matt. xviii. 21, 22. In this 
sense Estius, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Steiger, Wiesinger, 
Weiss (p. 337 f£.), Schott, Fronmiiller, etc., have rightly inter- 
preted the passage, which then, serving as the basis of the 
preceding exhortation,’ is intended to set forth the blessed 
influence of love on life in the church. Hofmann unjustly 
denies this (Beza: caritatem mutuam commendat ex eo, quod 
innumerabilia peccata veluti sepeliat, ac proinde pacis ac con- 
cordiae sit fautrix et conservatrix. Wiesinger: “Only by the 
forgiving, reconciling influence of love, can the destructive 
power of sin be kept away from church life”). Steiger 
(with whom Weiss and Fronmiiller agree) explains: “the 
apostle recommends the Christians to extend the limits of 
brotherly love and to strengthen themselves in rt, because true 
love covers a multitude of sins;” but this is not to the point, 
inasmuch as the covering of many sins is peculiar to the 
ayann itself, and constitutes the reason why it should be 
éxtevys. Several expositors (Grotius, etc.) understand the 
words to have the same meaning here as in Jas. v. 20 (see 
Comment. 7 loc.), that is, that love in effecting the sinner’s 
conversion, procures the divine forgiveness for his many sins ; 
but, on the one hand, “the apostle does not here regard his 
readers as erring brethren, of whom it might be the duty of 
some to convert the others” (Wiesinger) ; and, on the other, 


1 As opposed to the view that Peter had this passage in his mind, de Wette 
asserts, that in ‘‘ that case the apostle must have translated from the Hebrew 
the passage incorrectly rendered by the LXX. This, however, is in itself 
improbable, as he would then have written rdécas cts dmuprias, or rather, 
rivrn ve adixhwere (cf, Prov. xvii. 9).” But though it may be questioned 
whether Peter quoted directly from it, there can be no doubt, as even Briickner, 
Wiesinger, and Weiss admit, that the proverbial phrase arose out of that 
passage. 

* Hottinger : ¢ indicare videtur (better : indicat) incitamentum aliquod, quo 
christianis amor iste commendatur, 


s 


CHAP. IV. 9, 10, 215 


“there is here not the slightest indication that the expression 
is not to be understood directly of the covering of sins as 
such, but of reclaiming labours” (Weiss). — Oecumenius 
already (6 ev yap eis Tov wAqolov ereos, Tov Ocdv ryiv trewv 
movi), and after him many Catholic expositors (Salmeron, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Lorinus, etc.), and several Protestants also 
(the latter sometimes, whilst distinctly defending the Protestant 
principle against Catholic applications of the passage’), under- 
stand the maxim of the blessing which love brings to him 
who puts it into practice. But if Peter had wished to express 
a thought similar to that uttered by Christ, Matt. vi. 14, 15, 
he would assuredly not have made use of words such as these, 
which in the nature of them bear not upon personal sins, but 
on those of others.’ 

Ver. 9. In this and the following verses two manifestations 
of love are brought prominently forward, in which its minister- 
ing nature is revealed. First: irckevou eis addpdovus] cf. 
Rome x13); Heb. xin 2';3. Johm'5 ~~ Tim: ii: 25 ete: 
The chief emphasis lies on the words which serve more closely 
to define the statement: avev yoyyuopod, “ without murmur- 
ing,’ i.e. murmuring at the trouble caused by the hospitality 
shown to brethren. The same thing is said in a more general 
way, Phil. ii. 14: wavra roveire ywpis yoyyvcpav Kai Suado- 
yiopov ; cf. 2 Cor. ix. 7: pi ex AUans, H CE dvaryxns. 

Ver. 10. Second manifestation of love. It is presupposed 
that each one has received a ydpiopa: Exaotos Kalas EdaBe 


1 Vorstius: intelligit Ap. caritatem in causa esse, ut non tantum proximi nostri 
peccata humaniter tegamus, verum etiam ut Deus nobis ex pacto gratuito nostra 
peccata condonet, non quod propter meritum seu dignitatem caritatis id fiat, sed 
quia caritas erga fratres conditio est, sine qua Deus nobis ignoscere non vult. 

2 De Wette gives a peculiar combination of the various interpretations: ‘‘ As 
the love which is required of us is a common love, so the writer refers to the 
common sins still defacing the whole of Christian social life, but which, as single 
blemishes (!), are overshone, and made pardonable in God’s eye, by the light of 
that love which penetrates all ; that is, in that this love produces mutual recon- 
ciliation and improvement.” On this Briickner remarks, that what is true here 
is the thought that reciprocalness is a characteristic not of love only, but of all 
her actions, i.e. ‘‘ He whose love covers the sins of others, sees in like manner his 
own sins covered by the love of others.” But this makes ‘‘ the interpretation 
only more artificial, and removes it still farther from the simple phraseology of 
our passage” (Weiss). — Clemens Al, and Bernhard of Clairvaux (Sermo 23 in 
Cant.) understand #yéa7 to mean the love of Christ (!). 
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xapicpa] xabes, not equal to ds, but pro ratione qua, prouti 
(Wahl), “ according as.’ — yapicpa] as in Rom. xii. 6; 1 Cor. 
xii. 4, 28; not an office in the church. Every man should, 
according to the kind of gift he has received (not: according 
to the measure of it, év tovr@ TH pétp@, ev @ édaBe vel ut 
Paulus: @s 0 Oeds euépice pétpov yapiopatwv, Rom. xii. 3. 
Pott: still less can xa@ws be referred to the manner of receiv- 
ing; Lorinus: sicut gratis accepimus, ita gratis demus), 
administer it for his brethren, eds éavtovs, z.¢c. for their benefit, 
and therefore for that of the entire community. dsaxoveiv (a 
transitive verb, as in chap. i. 12): vocula emphatica ; innuit 
Ap. quod propter dona illa nemo se debeat supra alios efferre, 
aut dominium in alios affectare, sed aliorum ministrum sese 
sponte constituere (Gerhard). — s Karol oiKovouos trockirns 
xapitos Oeod] With os, cf. chap. i. 14: as is peculiar to the 
Kanots otxovomots, which, from their vocation, Christians should 
be. With otxovopor, cf. 1 Cor. iv. 1; Tit. i. 7. According to 
de Wette and Weiss, there is here an allusion to the parable 
of the talents, Matt. xxv. 14.—«ados] expression of irre- 
proachable excellence ; see 1 Tim. iv. 6; 2 Tim. ii. 3. The 
Lord of the Christians, as the ofxovouor, is God; the goods 
which He entrusts to their stewardship are His trovxinn yapis; 
xapts is here the sum of all that has fallen to the share of 
believers through the grace of God; the individual manifesta- 
tions of it are the yapéowata, the homogeneous character of 
which is marked by the singular, and their variety by movin 
here subjoined with reference to the preceding xaOos... 
yaplio pa. 

Ver. 11. Species duas generi subjicit (Vorstius). From 
the general term yapiopa, Peter selects two special functions 
for greater prominence. — el tis AadeZ] Aadreiv is here the 
preaching in the church, which includes the spodnreveu, 
didacKew, and mapaxanreiv, mentioned in Rom. xii. 6-8. Pott 
is inexact in paraphrasing ¢«¢ Tis Aare? by ed tis eyes TO 
xXapiopa Tod rarely (so, too, Schott: “if any one have the gift 
and vocation to speak”), for XaAetv is not the gift, but the 
exercise of it. It is arbitrary to limit the application of the 
term to the official duties of the elders (Hemming: si quis 
docendi munus in ecclesia sustinet), for in the assemblies 
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every one who possessed the necessary ydpsopa was at liberty 
to speak. — @s doyra Ocod] Aare’rw & ade? must be sup- 
plied ; or better still, with Wiesinger: Aadodptes ; cf. ExacTos 
. . . Ovaxovodvtes above ; Noyza—as in classical Greek, chiefly 
of oracular responses—is applied in the N. T. only to the 
utterances or revelations of God; either to those in the O. T., 
as in Acts vil. 38, Rom. iii. 2, or those in the N. T., as Heb. 
v. 12. The idea, prophecies, is too narrow. This exhorta- 
tion presupposes that whoever speaks in the congregation, 
gives utterance, not to his own thoughts, but to the revelations 
of God, and it demands that he should do so in a manner (#s) 
conformable to them.— ed tis diaxovet] dvaxovety must not 
be understood as applying to the official work of the appointed 
deacons only ; it embraces quaevis ministeria in ecclesia ab 
docendi officio distincta (Gerhard; so, too, Wiesinger, who 
here cites Rom. xii. 8 and 1 Cor. xii. 28), but it refers 
specially to the care of the poor, the sick, and the strangers, 
either official, or according to the free-will of individual 
members of the church. — as é& tayvos «.7.d.] sc. dvaxoveita, 
or better dvaxovobytes : “so ministering, as of,’ etc. Here, too, 
it is presumed that the person ministering is not wanting in 
that strength which God supplies, and the exhortation is, that 
he should exercise his ability in a way corresponding with 
the fact, that he received the strength necessary thereto from 
God, and not as “ of himself possessing it.” yopnyeiv, besides 
in this passage, occurs only in 2 Cor. ix. 10. (émuyopnyety 
is to be met with frequently, eg. 2 Pet. i. 5.) — twa] as 
stating their purpose, refers back to the exhortations in vv. 10 
and 11, with special reference to the determinative clauses 
introduced by os. — év maow] “in all things” (Wiesinger), 
ze. “in the practice of all the gifts, the exercise of which was 
connected with matters relating to the churches” (Schott) ; 
not equivalent to év maow éOveow (Oec.), or “in you all” 
(de Wette: “as His true instruments”); cf. 1 Tim. ii. 11. 
— do&atnta 6 Ocds] “in order that God may be glorified,” ie. 
that He obtain the praise, since it will be evident from your 
conduct that you as His ofcovouos have received (kaOas rae) 
all things (ta Aoya, tHv icytv) from Him.— da “Inood 
Xpictod] belongs to d0€amras, and points out that not the 
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ability only, for the Aare and dvaxoveiv, is communicated 
to the Christian through the agency of Christ,’ but that all 
actual employment of it is effected by Christ. It is mistaken, 
with Hofmann,—who is not justified in appealing to Rom. 
xvi. 27 and Heb. xiii. 21 in support of his assertion,—to 
connect ova *I. Xp. with the following relative clause. Such 
a view is opposed not only to the natural construction, but to 
the thought, since God did not receive His d0fa and His 
xpatos first through Christ.— As a close, the doxology: 4, 
may be referred either to @eds (Oecumenius Calvin, Bengel, 
de Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott, Hofmann) or 
to "I. Xpiorod (Grotius, Calov, Steiger). The first is the 
correct application, since 6 Qeds is the subject of the clause 
and 4 d0€a points back to d0&dnrax. Comp. chap. v. 11. 
The doxology states the reason of the twa S0&a&ntar o Oeos 
(Schott) ; because God is (é€orwv) the glory and the power, there- 
fore the endeavours of the church should be directed to bring 
about a lively acknowledgment of this, to the praise of God. —. 
Identical with this is the doxology, Rev. i. 6 (cf. also Rev. v. 13). 

Ver. 12. Exhortation with reference to the sufferings under 
persecution. dyarnto] see chap. ii. 11.— wx EevivecOe]} ctf. 
ver. 4; Nicol. de Lyra translates incorrectly: nolite a fide 
alienari; Luther correctly: “let dt not astonish you.” — 7th év 
tpiv mupoce] The construction cum dat. occurs also in 
classical Greek ; 7r¥pwous, besides in this passage, to be found 
only in Rev. xvii. 9, 18, where it is equal to, ncendium. The 
LXX. translate {¥ and even 73 by zrupdw ; the substantive, 
Prov. xxvii. 21, ig an inexact translation of 3 in the sense 
of “refining furnace ;” Oec. correctly: mipwow tas Ortyres 
eirav, evédyvey as Sia Soxwysaciav émadyovta: adtois avrai. 
The word, however, does not in itself contain the reference to 
purification, this is introduced only in what follows; Gualther: 
confert crucem igni, nos auro. — év vyutv]| “among, with you ;” 
not equal to “affecting some in your midst” (de Wette), but 
“the readers are regarded as a totality, and the mvp. as 
present in the midst of them” (Wiesinger).— The definite 
purpose of the wvpwots is brought out in the subsequent 


} Calvin : quia quicquid habemus ad ministrandum virtutis solus ipse nobis 
suggerit, 
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words: mpos Tretpac pov tpiv ywopmévy. mevpacuds here means the 
trial with intent to purify (elsewhere it has also the secondary 
signification of designed temptation to sin); cf. chap. i. 7. — as 
Eévou ipiv cvpBatvovtos] Eévov points back to pr Eeviterbe. 
Luther: “as though some strange thing happened unto you;” 
i.e. something strange to your destination, unsuited to it.? 
Ver. 13. add\Aa . . yaipere] Antithesis to fevitecbe; non 
tantum mirari vetat Petrus, sed gaudere etiam jubet (Calvin) ; 
the measure of the joy is indicated by cad xowwveite Tois 
tod Xpictov TaOjuwaocr.— KaOo, not equivalent to, “that,” 
nor to, quando (Pott), but to, quatenus, in quantum; cf. Rom. 
vill. 26, 2 Cor. vill, 12.—7a tod Xpiotod waOjpara is 
inexactly interpreted by Vorst. as: afflictiones Christi membris 
destinatae, nempe quas pili propter justitiam et evangelium 
Christi sustinent; they rather mean the sufferings which 
Christ Himself has endured. Of these the believers are 
partakers (kowwvotcw avrtots), for the world shows the same 
enmity to them as to Christ, since it is He who is hated in 
them ; cf. my commentary to Col. i. 24, and Meyer to 2 Cor. 
i. 5, 7 (so, too, Wiesinger, Weiss, p. 293 f., Schott). Steiger? 
is wrong in thinking of the inward suffering endured by the 
Christian, whilst, by the power of Christ’s death, he dies unto 
sin. — The object to be supplied in thought to yaipere is the 
mvpwo.s previously mentioned by the apostle.— fa Kat] 
states the design of yaipew: the Christians are to rejoice 
now, in order that they may also (cat lays stress on the future 
in relation to the present) rejoice év TH amoxanvweu, etc. ; for 
this future joy is conditioned by that of the present, as the 
future partaking of the 5d£a of Christ by the present sharing 
of His wa@jpac.® Schott unreasonably opposes as “ gram- 


1 Schott here again supposes that in consequence of persecutions the leaders 
had become perplexed as to the moral truth of their state of salvation. This 
the context in no way justifies. What causes astonishment is rather the fact 
that the church belonging to the glorified Christ is exposed to the obloquy of 
the world. 

2 The xovwveiv r. raé. consists in the inward fellowship of the sufferings of 
Christ, in the participation in that strength which arises from the justifying 
confidence in their value, and which causes us even to die unto sin.” 

3 Weiss (p. 291 ff.), while denying that Peter has the Pauline idea of com- 
munity of life with Christ, supplements, as an intermediate thought that 
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matical pedantry” the application of twa to the preceding 
xaipere, for he remarks, it is the sufferings themselves 
which hold out to us the future joy. But he omits to con- 
sider that the xowwvetv tois 7. Xp. wa0. holds out future 
happiness to him only who finds his joy in it. Schott incor- 
rectly appeals in support of his construction to John xi. 15.— 
It is not correct to explain, with Gerhard, etc., iva, éxBatuKxds. 
—év TH atroxadie. «.7.r.] not “because of,” but “at” 
(Luther: “at the time of”) the revelation; cf. chap. i. 17. 
The expression: dokdn. ths d0&ns Xpiotod (with which com- 
pare Matt. xxv. 31), is to be found only here. By it the 
apostle indicates that he who is now a partaker of the 
sufferings of Christ, and rejoices in them (Col. ii. 4), will one 
day be partaker of His glory, and in it rejoice everlastingly. 
ayadMepevot is added to yapnre by way of giving additional 
force to the idea (chap.i. 8; Matt. v. 12): quia prius illud 
gaudium) cum dolore et tristitia mixtum est, secundum cum 
exsultatione conjungit (Calvin). 

Ver. 14. In order to strenethen the exhortation: wa Eevi- 
Cece . . . adda yalpere, Peter adds the assurance: ef dvetdi- 
Seobe x.7.r.; cf. chap. 1. 14 and Matt. v. 11. — Pott, without 
any reason, explains e¢ by Kaimep. — év dvopats Xpiotod| The 
explanation: propter confessionem Christi (de Wette), is 
inaccurate, for dvoya is not: confessio; the meaning is the 
same as that in Mark ix. 41: év dvouati, 67. Xpictod éoré, 
thus: “ because ye bear the name of Christ, and therefore belong 
to Him.” Schott: “for the sake of your Christian name and 
Christian profession ;” Steiger: “as servants of Christ.” — 
paxdptot] sc. éote. —67tt TO THs Sokns [Kat Svvdpews| Kal rd 
tod Ocod rvetpa]| Sofa: glory in its highest sense, heavenly, 
divine glory. According to Greek usage, Td tijs S0&ns may 
be a circumlocution for 1 604; see Matth. ausf. Gr. Gram. 
2d ed. § 284; but this form of expression does not occur 
elsewhere in the N. T. (Winer, p. 104 [E. T. 135]); nor is 
participation in the sufferings of Christ is the necessary mark of the true 
disciples. But this is to give a much too superficial conception of the relation ; 
and could Peter have thought it possible to be a disciple without community of 
life ? 


1 Bengel erroneously understands 34£« pro concreto, and that, ita ut sit appellatio 
Christi, adding : innuitur, Spiritum Christi eundem esse Spiritum Dei Patris. 
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it easy to understand why the apostle should not simply have 
written 1) d0£&a. Accordingly, it is preferable to take 7é with 
the subsequent vedua, and to assume an additional rvedwa 
(as is done by the greater number of commentators, de Wette, 
also Brickner, Wiesinger, Schott); the Spirit of Glory is, then, 
the same as that which is also the Spirit of God («at 76 Tod 
cod wv. subjoined epexegetically). But in consideration of 
overdifecbe, He is styled the Spirit of S0€a, ie. to whom Soéa 
belongs (Calvin: qui gloriam secum perpetuo conjunctam 
habet ; ef. Eph. i. 17), and who therefore also bestows it. 0 
tov Q@eod is added in order to show that this Spirit of d0€a 
is none other than the Spirit of God Himself. It must be 
allowed that, on this interpretation, there is an inexactness of 
expression, xaé being evidently out of place; cf. Plato, Rep. viii. 
565: mepl 1d év "Apxadia 7d Tod Acos tepdv; cf. Winer, p. 125 
[E. T. 165].— Hofmann proposes, therefore, to supply to 76 
not mvedua, but dvoua, from what precedes. But if Peter 
had had this thought in his mind, he would certainly have 
given definite expression to it; and it is self-evident, too, 
that on him who is reproached év dvouate Xpictod, as a 
bearer of it, that name rests. — éd’ vuds avamaverac] after 
Isa. xi. 2, where the same expression is used of the mvedpua 
t. Qcod (in like manner ézavatavec@ar, Num. xi. 25; 
2 Kings ii. 15, LXX.; of edpyvn, Luke x. 6). The accus. é¢’ 
vpas is to be explained as with wewev, John i. 32; Wahl: 
demissus in vos requiescit in vobis; it points to the living 
operation of the Spirit on those upon whom He rests. The 
thought contained in these words gives the reason (67+) of 
what has been said: not, however, the logical reason (Aretius : 
crux, quam bonus fert pro Christo, indicat, quod Spir. Dei in 
illo quiescat ; similarly, too, Hofmann: “ they should consider 
themselves happy, that they are reproached for bearing the 
name of Christ; every such reproach reminds them of what, by 
bearing it, they are”); but the actual reason, that is, inas- 
much as this resting of the Spirit of 60£a, on those who are 
reproached év dvou. Xpiorod, is a sealing of their eternal do€a. 
It is inappropriate to insert, with Calvin, a nihilominus, so 
that the sense would be: in spite of that reproach, the Spirit 
of God still dwells in you; the more so that the reproach of 
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unbelievers was called forth by the very fact, that the life of 
the Christians was determined by the Spirit which rested upon 
them. — In the additional clause found in the Mec., and 
connected with what goes before: kata pev attods Brac- 
dynpeirat, Kata Sé twas So€dLeras, the subject can hardly be 
avetpa Ocod taken from the explanatory clause immediately 
preceding, but is more probably évoua Xpuctod from the pre- 
vious clause, and on which the principal stress is laid. Schott 
wrongly thinks that this addition interrupts the connection of 
thought; but Hofmann is equally in error in holding the 
opposite opinion, that it is of necessity demanded by the yap, 
ver. 15; for yap may be equally well applied to the idea that 
the Spirit of God rests on those who are reproached év dvduare 
Xpsorod, as to this, that the name of Christ is glorified ca? 
twas. Since the rendering of cara by “ with” (as formerly in 
this comment.), or by “on the part of” (Hofmann), cannot be 
supported,’ the meaning “with regard to” (de Wette) must 
be maintained. The interpretation will then be: “by ther 
.. . your conduct,” or “according to their - . . your opinion.” 

Ver. 15. With reference to the assumption contained in 
what precedes—whether expressed in the clause ef dvevdiferbe 
. «. Qvatraverat, or in the doubtful adjunct cata Sé buds So&d- 
Serai—the apostle by way of explanation adds the following 
warning: pi) ydp Tis tyav macyéTo ws overs x.7.r.| The 
particle yap does not here assign a reason, it gives an ex- 
planation : “that is to say,”? “that is, let none of you suffer as 
a murderer ;” ws goveds, te. because he is a murderer. The 
two special conceptions, poveds and «rérrys, are followed by 
the more general caxo7rotés, in order that every other kind of 
crime may be therein included. These three conceptions 

1 Although Hofmann appeals for this signification to chap. iv. 6, still, in 
interpreting that passage, he himself takes z«7é in a sense other than it is 
supposed to have here. — Pott uses the circumlocution zacd rhy yrduny airoy for 
xarde adrovs ; whilst he explains zara 3: suas by quod autem ad vos attinet, i.e. 


vestra autem agendi ratione, although zaré must have the same meaning in both 
clauses. 


* Calvin : Particula causalis hic supervacua non est, quum velit Ap. causam 
reddere, cur tantum ad societatem passionum Christi hortatus sit fideles et simul 
per occasionem eos monere, ut juste et innoxie vivant, ne justas sibi poenas 


arcessant propria culpa.— Erasmus rightly remarks: non enim cruciatus 
martyrem facit, sed causa. 
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belong very closely to each other, for which reason os is not 
repeated. On the other hand, the fourth conception, @ddo- 
tploenicKorros, is, by the prefixed os, distinguished from the 
others as entirely independent. Etymologically, this word 
denotes one who assumes to himself an oversight of other 
people’s affairs with which he has nothing to do. The con- 
sciousness of a higher dignity could easily betray the 
Christian into such a presumption, which must make him all 
the more odious to strangers. Oecumenius takes the word as 
equivalent to 0 Ta ddAdTpia Treprepyalouevos ; Calvin, Beza, 
etc., to, alieni cupidus, appetens; Pott, to, “a disturber of the 
public peace.” But all these interpretations are not in har- 
mony with the etymology of the word. 

Ver. 16. Antithesis to the foregoing. — ef dé &s Xpiotiaves 
(sc. Tle maoxel) wn aicyvvécOw| The name Xprotvavos, besides 
here, is to be found only in Acts xi. 26, where its origin is 
mentioned (cf. Meyer in Joc.), and Acts xxvi. 28.— os Xp., 
ie. because of his being a Christian, synonymous with év 
évopat. Xpiorod, ver. 14. Calvin: non tam nomen quam 
causam respicit. — yw aicyvvécdw : “let him not consider it a 
disgrace;” cf. Rom. i. 16; 2 Tim. i. 8, 12.— dofakétw dé tov 
Ocov] cf. Acts v. 41. Bengel: Poterat Petr., antitheti vi, 
dicere: honori sibi ducat, sed honorem Deo resignandum esse 
docet. —év TO dvopmatt tovT@| goes back to maoyew os 
Xpiotiaves; de Wette regards it as synonymous with the 
reading: €v T® péper TovT@, 2 Cor. iii. 10, ix. 3: “in this 
matter,’ “in this respect ;”* dvoywa can, however, be retained in 
its strict sense (Wiesinger), in which case it will mean the 
name Xpiotiavds ; év will then designate this name as the 
reason of the dofafew (see Winer, p. 362 [E. T. 484]). Hof- 
mann, who gives the preference to the reading év T@® péper 
rovT@, “in this respect,’ refers the word to what follows, thus 
attributing to dofaférw an application different from that of 
py aicxyvvécOw. When, then, he states that the cause for 
praise arises from this circumstance, that the Christian’s suf- 
ferings are appointed by God, he is introducing a thought in no 
way alluded to, and still less expressed, by the apostle. 


1 Schott interprets jépss artificially as, ‘‘that piece of life apportioned to 
Christians, which consists in suffering.” 
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Ver. 17. The apostle’s exhortation: pi alicyuvécOw, So€a- 
tétw 8é, is based on a reference to the judgment which 
threatens the unbelieving. The connection of thought is the 
same here as in vy. 4 and 5.— Calvin differently : Nam haec 
necessitas totam Dei ecclesiam manet, ut—Dei manu casti- 
getur: tanto igitur aeqniori animo ferendae sunt pro Christo 
persequutiones. But in this, as in the following verse, the 
chief stress is laid not so much on the first as on the second 
half. It is purely arbitrary for Pott to assert that dru is 
superfluous. — 67z 6 Kaipos Tod dpEacOar TO Kpiwa] Luther's 
translation: “it is time,” is inexact. The article before xapdos 
must not be overlooked ; thus: “for it is the time of the beginning 
of the judgment, that is, in which the judgment ts beginning ;” 
€ott is to be supplied; the genitive is directly dependent on 
6 kaspos (cf. Luke i. 57), and not “on xaspds taken out of 
the subject, 6 xaspés” (Hofmann). By xpiua is to be under- 
stood the definite judgment (7d), that is, the final judgment, 
which Peter, however, here thinks of, not in its last decisive 
act, but in its gradual development. It begins with the Chris- 
tians (Matt. xxiv. 9 ff.) in the refining fire of affliction, ver. 12, 
and is completed in the sentence of condemnation pronounced 
on the unbelieving world at the advent of Christ. In opposi- 
tion to the apostle’s manner of expressing himself, Hofmann 
maintains that reference is here made only to the judgment 
of the unbelieving world, the beginning of which Peter recog- 
nised in the fact that God permitted it to persecute the 
Christians, to do unto them that which makes itself ripe for 
judgment (!). — a70 Tod oixov tod Ocod] azo is here pregnant : 
the judement takes place first in the of«. rod Ocod: thence it 
proceeds further on; with the construction dpyecOar ao, cf. 
Acts i. 22, viii. 35, x. 37.!— ofxos tod Ocod is the church of 
believers; 1 Tim. iii. 15 (chap. ii. 5, ofxos wvevpatixds). — et 
dé mparov ad’ tev] By these words the apostle passes over to 
the chief thought of the verse. Either 76 xpiya dpyeras may 
be supplied, and zparov regarded as a pleonasm intensifying 


1 Schott thinks that Peter really intended to write: ‘‘for the time is come, 
that the judgment of the world must begin, but its beginning must be at the 
house of God.” But why then did Peter not write as he intended? Schott 
introduces an idea into the second clause, which Peter has in no way expressed. 


CHAP. IV. 18. 225 


the idea dpyeras; or it may be assumed, with de Wette, that 
the expression arose from a mingling of the two thoughts, e¢ 
dé ad’ judy To Kpiua apxetas and ei Sé mpaTov mets Kpwvo- 
pea. The first is more probable; mpé&rov presented itself to 
the apostle, because he wished to lay stress on the fact that 
the Christians had to suffer only the beginning of the judgment, 
not its close.\— af’ juav corresponds with the preceding oik. 
tT. Oeod. The sense is: If God does not exempt us, the members 
of His house (His family), from judgment, but permits it 
to take its beginning at us, how should the unbelievers be 
exempted ? (cf. Luke xxiii. 31). — ri 70 rédos Tév K.7.A.] se. 
écrat. — 70 Tédos, not: “the reward,” but: the final term, the 
end, to which the dzrevOobvtes TO evaryy. (ze. those who in hos- 
tility oppose the gospel of God) are going. Schott explains 
To TéXos (antithetically to zpdrov) as the final judgment itself, 
and the genitive tév dmeHovvtwy as a concise, nearer defini- 
tion (“the part of the judgment which falls to the lot of the 
unbelievers”). But as little as wp@Tov means initiatory judg- 
ment, so little does 76 réXos final judgement. — On the interro- 
gative form of the clause, Gerhard rightly remarks: exaggeratio 
est in interrogatione; cf. Luke xxiii. 31. The echo? in this 
verse of passages of the Old Testament, like Jer. xxv. 29, xlix. 
12, Ezek. ix. 6, can the less fail to be recognised, that the 
words which follow are borrowed from the Old Testament. 
Ver. 18. Strengthening of the foregoing thought by 
quotation of the O. T. passage, Prov. xi. 31, after the LXX., 
whose translation, however, is inexact (cf. Delitzsch in oc.). 
— 06 Sdikavos “is he who stands in a right relation to God” 
(Schott), that is, the believer who belongs to the ox. r. 
Ocod; 6 docBys Kal dpaptwrgds, the unbeliever (0 ameOdv 
To T. OJ evayy.). porgs owteras is not, with Gerhard, 
to be referred to the fact, that for the pious non nisi per 
multas tribulationes ingressus in regnum coeleste pateat, but 


1 Schott’s interpretation, that zparsy should be taken as a substantive (equal 
to *‘a first”), and that a general verb, expressive of what takes place, should be 
supplied out of a%artu: (ax being at the same time zeugmatically repeated), 
contradicts itself by its artificialness. 

2 Calvin: Hanc sententiam ex trita et perpetua Scripturae doctrina sumpsit 
Petrus; idque mihi probabilius est. uam quod alii putant, certum aliquem 
locum notari. 

1 PETER. MY 
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that it is difficult (udrus, scarcely, with great difficulty) to stand 
in the judgment (ver. 17), and to attain owrnpia. — rot 
gpavetrat| “where will he appear ?” that is, he will not stand, 
but will be annihilated. The same thought as in Ps. i. 5. 
Ver. 19. The exhortation contained in this verse is closely 
connected with vv. 17 and 18, in such a way, however, “ that 
it brings to a close the whole section which treats of suffer- 
ing for the sake of Christ” (Hofmann); Hornejus: clausula est 
qua totam exhortationem obsignat. — dore] as in Rom. vii. 4, 
and often elsewhere, with a finite verb following (Winer, p. 282 f. 
[E. T. 377]) “therefore.” —xat does not belong to of mdac- 
xvovTes, equivalent to “those also who suffer,” with reference to 
those who do not suffer (Wiesinger, Hofmann), for there is no 
allusion in the context to any distinction between those who 
suffer because of their Christian profession and those who have 
not so to suffer,’ but it is united with dore, and applies to the 
verb, “and just for this reason” (cf. Winer, p. 408 [E. T. 544 ff). 
Incorrectly, Bengel: xaé concessive cum participio i. q. e¢ xal 
TaoxolTe. — ot TaoxovTes] namely, the believers. — Kata Td 
OéAnpa Tod Ocod] that is, rpds mespacpov, ver. 12. Wiesinger: 
“looking back to ver. 17, inasmuch as they as Christians 
are overtaken by the judgment God pronounces on His house.” 
Besser incorrectly takes it as referring to their subjective 
behaviour under suffering. —@s mioct@® KtictH TapaTibéc- 
Owcav x.7.d.| Gerhard: @s exprimit causam, propter quam, hi 
qui patiuntur animas suas apud Deum deponere debeant, 
nimirum quia est earum creator et fidelis custos. If os be the 
correct reading, then from the foregoing tod Oeod an aité 
must be supplied, to which @s mictT@ KTioTH applies. — 
KTioTHs is not possessor (Calvin), but the creator; 6 «ticas, 
Rom. i. 25. It is used here in its strict sense, and not 
with reference to the new creation (Steiger, Schott connect 
both together); cf. Acts iv. 24 ff: “this prayer is an actual 
example of what is here demanded” (Weiss, p. 190). In 
the N. T. x«tiotns is aa. dey., in the O. T. it occurs fre- 
quently ; Judith ix. 12; 2 Macc.i. 24. muertos: Oecumenius, 
equivalent to: dodadys Kai arpevdis Kata Tas éemayyedas 


1 Schott explains xai by the contrast between “the individual sufferers” and 
‘the church ;” but nothing in the context alludes to this, 
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avTov, Kal ovK édoe Huds TepacOqvar irép d duvdpueba ; 
ef. 1 Cor. x. 13.— With maparibecOau, cf. Acts xiv. 23, xx. 
32: “to commit to the protection of any one.” — év ayaborovia] 
ayaGorouia, dm. dey.; the adjec., chap. ii. 14. This addition 
shows that the confident surrender to God is to be joined, not 
with careless indolence, but with the active practice of good. 
Oecumenius erroneously paraphrases the word by tazrewo- 


ppoctyn. 
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CHAPTER V. 


Ver. 1. A B, several min. read ody after xpeoSurzpovg (Lachm.) ; 
K LP, ete. Copt. Thph. etc. on the other hand, rods (Ree. 
Tisch. 7); 8% has both, 2.¢. ody rots. This reading, accepted by 
Tisch. 8, is perhaps the original one; oiv may have been omitted, 
because the subsequent exhortation does not appear to bea 
conclusion from what goes before.— Ver. 2. éoxorotvres] is 
wanting only in B x, 27, 29, Hier. etc.; it is adopted by Lachm. 
and Tisch. 7, and omitted by Tisch. 8.— After éxouciwe, A P 8, 
several min. vss. etc., Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have: xar& Océv. 
The words are wanting in the fee. after B K L, etc., Oec. etc. ; 
Tisch. 7 had omitted them; they are probably a later addition, 
in order to complete the idea. — ud: aioypoxepdac] Rec. after BK 
Ps, etc. Vulg. Copt. Thph. Beda (Lachm. Tisch. 8); Tisch. 7 
reads, instead of wd, u74, after A L, 68, al., Syr. etc., Oec.; this, 
however, appears to be a mere alteration on account of the pre- 
ceding wj and the subsequent w7dé.— Ver. 3. Following B, 
Buttmann has omitted the entire third verse; but as all autho- 
rities retain it, it cannot be regarded as spurious. — Ver. 5. 
uroracovuevor| Lec. according to K L P, ete., Thph. Oec.; is omitted 
in A B x, 18, etc., several vss. etc. Lachm. and Tisch. are 
probably right in omitting it, as it appears to be a correction 
introduced in order to make the sense plainer, perhaps after 
Eph. v. 21. Wiesinger and Schott are against the Rec., Reiche 
is in favour of it.— Instead of 6 ©:és, Buttm. has, following B, 
adopted @és (without article). — Ver. 6. é xo:p¢] In A and the 
most of the vss. ésoxor%¢ follows here; adopted by Lachm., 
erroneously, however, as it is a later addition after chap. ii. 12. 
— Ver. 8. Following the most numerous and best authorities, 
Griesb. already has justly erased the és: of the Rec. before 6 dvri- 
dixog.— rive nuranin) Rec. after A, al, Vulg. Syr. Cyr. ete. 
(Tisch. 7); in its place K LP 8, a., mult. Cop. ete. read wa 
naracisiy (Lachm.: rwé; Tisch. 8: ra); B has the inf. only, 
without sa. The commentators (as also Reiche) prefer the 
feec. ; it appears, too, to be the more natural reading; but that 
very fact makes it suspicious. The reading of B is evidently a 
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correction, as rie seems to be inappropriate. — Ver. 9. B& have 
the art. rg before xzéouw (Tisch. 8); in the Rec. it is omitted, 
after A K L P, ete. (Tisch. 7).— Ver. 10. quis] Rec. according 
to K, several min. Vulg. Syr. etc.; in place of it the most im- 
portant authorities, A B L P x, very many min. and several 
vss. support vués, which is accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., 
and rightly declared to be genuine by de Wette, Wiesinger, 
Schott, Reiche. The codd. A K L P have the name ’Inood after 
Xpiorg (Rec. Lachm. Tisch. 7); in B & there is only Xpiorg 
(Tisch. 8). The Rec. runs: xaraprious juds, ornpizas, obevircces, bee- 
Aiwout. Although these optatives convey an appropriate idea, 
still there is too little evidence for their genuineness; in the 
three last verbs the optative occurs only in min. several vss. 
Thph. and Oec.; in the first verb it is found also in K LP. 
As, however, the future zaruprice, etc., occurs in almost all 
authorities, it is to be preferred. Erasmus reads zaruprisu: and 
then orepigs. In similar passages of the N. T. the optat. is 
mostly used (thus undisputedly in Rom. xv. 13; Heb. xiii. 21; 
1 Thess. v. 23, etc.), and this explains how, in employing the 
future, a change could have been made to the optative ; cf. 2 Cor. 
ix. 10; Phil. iv. 19. There is less force in the reason given for 
the use of the indicative, viz. that it is better suited to the sub- 
sequent doxology (Bengel), in opposition to which de Wette 
rightly refers to Heb. xiii. 21.— The pronoun iué is wanting 
in the A Bx, etc. and is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch.; its: 
genuineness is at least doubtful; not less so is that of dewerssecr,, 
which, however, Tisch. has retained, following K L P x, etc.,, 
whilst it is omitted in the A B, Vulg. etc. (Lachm.). — Ver. 11. 
4 06% zai] does not occur in A B, 23, Aeth. Vule.; omitted 
by Lachm. and Tisch.; perhaps a later addition, after chap. 
iv. 11.— réiv aidvev is erased by Tisch. 7, after B, 36, 99, Copt. 
Arm.; but retained by Lachm. and Tisch. 8, who follow A 
K L P 8, the majority of min. several vss. etc. — Ver. 12. 
Lachm. omits the article rod before ziorcd, appealing to B. 
Tisch., however, remarks on this: errabat circa B. The omis- 
sion, for which certainly there is too little warrant, may be 
explained by the transcriber having construed ji with cord. 
According to Tisch., however, it is not certain whether B has 
the article or not; according to Buttm., it does not occur in B. 
— Instead of torjxare (Rec.), Lachm. and Tisch. 8, after A Bx, 
many min. etc., read orjre. This reading would seem to be 
favoured by the fact that it is the more difficult one, and that 
the fec. may have arisen out of Rom. v. 2; but the idea itself 
decides in favour of éorqjxare, which is retained by Tisch. "7, fol- 
lowing K L P, etc., Theoph. Oec. — The reading év 4 (instead of 
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sis 4v) in A is evidently a correction for the sake of simplicity. 
— Ver. 14. Instead of Xporw “Inood (in Rec. K L PX, al, pler. 
Vulg. Copt. etc., Thph. Oec.) Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted 
Xpiorg only (A B, ete., Syr. Aeth. etc.). The final duqv (Rec. in 
G Kx, etc.) is likewise wanting in A B, etc, and is therefore 
omitted by Lachm. and Tisch.—The subsequent addition of 
"Ijood and dy4v is undoubtedly more easy of explanation than 
the subsequent omission of it. 


Ver. 1. New exhortations in the first place to the mpeo- 
Bvrepos and the vedtepor as far as ver. 5; then to all, without 
distinction, vv. 5-9. — mpecButépous ody Tovs év ipiv trapa- 
Kar@| mpecBvTepor are the presidents of the congregations. 
The name is employed here probably not without reference to 
age (“the elders”) (see ver. 5), though this is disputed by 
Hofmann, who, however, fails to give any reason for so doing. 
The article is awanting “because mpeo®. is considered as 
definite of itself” (Wiesinger), and not “ because Peter had not 
a more accurate knowledge of the constitution of the churches ” 
(Schott). If the reading ody be adopted, these and the fol- 
lowing exhortations connect themselves, as conclusions drawn 
from it, with the preceding conception. aya@orota, for the 
passages 1 Thess. iv. 1 and Matt. vii. 15 do not prove that 
ovv expresses “only the continuance of the exhortation” 
(Hofmann). The reading év duty, without tods, is opposed by 
the want of the article before zpeaSutépous. — 0 cupmperBv- 
Tepos. Kal «.T.r.] Peter adds these designations of himself, in 
order thus to give the more weight to his wapaxanciv. He 
calls himself oupmrpecBvtepos because of his office. What 
the elders were for the individual congregations, that were the 
apostles for the whole church, since they had the superintend- 
ence of the entire system of congregations," By this name 
Peter, in humble love (Gualter: nota humilitatem Petri qui 
minime jus primatus in se cognovit), places himself on an equal 
footing with the elders proper; Bengel: hortatio mutua inter 
aequales et collegas imprimis valet. It is less natural to 
assume, with Hofmann, that in thus speaking of himself Peter 


‘Hofmann: ‘The apostles were the overseers of the universal church of 
Christ ; each of them therefore in so far shared in the administration of all the 
single congregations, inasmuch as these were in the universal church.” 
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“would emphasize the share he had in responsibility for the 
weal and woe of the congregations.” — «al pdptus Tov Tod 
Xpictod Trabnuatov] By ta tod Xpictod waOyjyata must 
not be understood the sufferings which the apostle had to 
undergo in following Christ, but those which Christ Himself 
endured; cf. chap. iv. 13. Yet Peter calls himself a 
Haptus, not only because he was an eye-witness of them (ef. 
Acts x. 39) (Aretius: oculatus testis, qui praecipuis ejus 
aerumnis interfui), but also because he proclaimed those suf- 
ferings which he himself had seen? (cf. Acts i. 8, 22, xiii. 31). 
This he did, in the first place, by his words, but at the same time 
also by his sufferings (a fact which Hofmann should not have 
denied), in which he was a xowwvos taév tod Xp. wabnuatov 
(chap. iv. 15) (Wiesinger, Schott). What follows seems also 
to refer to this?— De Wette thinks that whilst by “cup- 
mpecB.” Peter puts himself on an equality with the elders, he 
by the second designation places himself above them. But if 
this had been his intention, he would hardly have included 
both under the one article; the elders, too, were equally called 
to be paptupes Tav Xp. 7a., although Peter, as an eye-wit- 
ness, occupied “a special position” (Briickner).— 6 kal ts 
perrAovons . . . Kotvwves] Several of the older commentators 
incorrectly supply “70d Xpscrod” to d0€ns; it is not merely 
the glory of Christ which is meant, but the doa, which, at 
the revelation of that glory, shall be revealed in all those who 
are His; cf. Rom. vill. 18; Col. ii, 4; 1 John in, 2.— 
Koweves means simply the participation in that glory. Al- 
though it is not equivalent to ovyxowwvos (Phil. i. 7), still 
the apostle has in his soul the consciousness of being a fellow- 
sharer with those to whom he is speaking. — The particle «a‘, 
“also,” unites the two ideas: paptds Tov .. . TaOnudTov 
and xowavos TAs .. . do&ns together ; because the apostle is the 
former, he will also be the latter. Yet this does not compel 
the adoption, with Hofmann, of the reading “6” (equal 


1Jt cannot be denied that, in accordance with its almost uniform usage in 
the N. T., the word wzpris possesses this secondary meaning (as opposed to 


Hofmann). ink if ; 
2 Wiesinger: ‘‘The antithesis 6 xu! cis wera, doron. ddgns xoivwves presupposes 


the xoivayeiv rois +. Xp. 7H0.” 
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to &v 8, “wherefore ”) instead of 6. Although pdprus, which is 
closely connected with ouympecBdrepos, has no article, it 
does not follow that xowwrves can have none either. The 
N. T. usage is opposed to the interpretation of 6 by &’ 6, 
Gal. ii. 10; cf. Meyer in loc.; cf. also Winer, p. 135 
[E. 178]. 

Ver. 2. rowpdvate Td év bpiv Twoipviov Tod Ocod| The work 
of directing the church is often in the N. and O. T. repre- 
sented by the figure of pasturing (cf. Acts xx. 28; John 
xxi, 16; Jer. xxiii. 1-4; Ezek. xxxiv. 2 ff), and the church 
by that of a flock (Luke xii. 32). 70d @eod is added here very 
significantly. By it the flock is designated as belonging, not 
to the elders who tend it, but to God as His peculiar property. 
Luther takes a too narrow view of the idea of tending—he 
limits it to the preaching of the gospel. It applies rather to 
all and everything that is done by the elders, for the welfare 
of the individual as well as for that of the entire congregation. 
7o év juiv must not be separated from moiuvioy, as if it were 
equal to quantum in vobis est (cf. Rom. 1. 15), i. e. intendite 
omnes nervos (Calvin) ; it rather forms one idea with wocuvsov. 
The greater number of commentators understand éy in a local 
sense, either: in vestris regionibus (Pott), or: “with you, 
within your reach” (Luther, in the commentary, Hensler, de 
Wette, Besser, Schott,’ etc.). Since év duiv, as a more precise 
local definition, stands somewhat significantly, and “the 
churches only are the place where the elders are, and not vice 
versa” (Hofmann), & vpuiv must, according to the analogy of 
KetoOar év tive, be interpreted: “that which is committed to 
you”? (Luther’s translation, Bengel, Steiger), or: “that which 
is placed under your care (hand).” év opiv then serves to 
give point to the exhortation. — émtoxorrobvtes, cf. the critical 
notes. It must be observed that émcKo7. is here placed in 
conjunction with wowdvate, as in chap. ii. 25: mou and 
émicxotros. This participle, with the adverbs belonging to it, 

1 Schott’s opinion, that in ¢v dui this antithesis to red Ozod is expressed, ‘‘ that 
the church, belonging to heaven, is yet at present in the bodily and visible 
vicinity of the elders, and surrounded by them,” must be rejected as purely 
arbitrary.—Gerhard’s interpretation : qui vobiscum est, videlicet cum quo unum 


corpus, una ecclesia estis, brings out an idea which is in no way indicated by 
the apostle. 
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states what should be the character of the comatvew.1 The 
verb (which, except here, occurs only in Heb. xii. 15), equiva- 
lent to: “to give heed,’ denotes the labours of the elders in 
caring for the congregation, but with the implied meaning 
of oversight. The still closer definition follows in three 
adjuncts, each of which consists of a negative and a positive 
member. The thought is aptly given by Calvin: Dum Pas- 
tores ad officium hortari vult, tria potissimum vitia notat, 
quae plurimum obesse solent, pigritiam scilicet, lucri captandi 
cupiditatem et licentiam dominandi; primo vitio opponit ala- 
critatem aut voluntarium studium, secundo liberalem affectum, 
tertio moderationem ac modestiam. — dvayxaota@s (an expres- 
sion foreign to Greek usage, and occurring only here, which 
Hofmann erroneously denies) and éxouvciws (this adverb occurs 
in the N. T., besides in this passage, only in Heb. x. 26; the 
adjective in Philem. 14) are opposed to each other, in such a 
way that the former characterizes the work as undertaken 
from outward motives only, the latter as from inward. The 
same antithesis occurs in Philem. 14: xara dvdyeny ... Kata 
éxovotov (similarly the antithesis of dxewv and éxwv, 1 Cor. 
ix. 17); with éxovoiws, cf. Ex. xxxvi. 2. The position, etc., 
must be regarded as the outwardly inciting or compelling 
motive. Bengel is incorrect: id valet et in suscipiendo et in 
gerendo munere; to the former there is in this case no allu- 
sion. — According to the Rec., Exovelws is yet further strength- 
ened by cata Oeov (cf. chap. iv. 6; 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10), equal 
to Kata TO OérAnua Tov Ocod. — aicypoxepdas (the adverb 
occurs here only, the adjective 1 Tim. iii. 8; Tit. i. 7; Tit. 
i. 11: alcypod Képdouvs yap); “the apostle places the im- 
pure motive side by side with the unwillingness of dvayx.” 
(Wiesinger). — mpofdpws (in the N. T. the adverb occurs here 
only; more frequently the adjective and substantive) as 
antithesis to aicypoxepdas: “ out of love to the thing itself ;” 
Luther: “from the bottom of the heart.” ? 

1 Jt is doubtless correct that the adverbs do not simply define more nearly the 
term taicxorodvres, in and for itself considered ; but it is wrong to make them 
co-ordinate with this idea (as against Hofmann) ; closely joined with txicxorobvees, 
they, with this participle, are connected with romavere. 


2 Hofmann: ‘* With a joyous devotion—which excludes all secondary con- 
siderations—to the work which has to be done.” 


234 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER. 


Ver, 3. nS ws kataxvpredovtes Tov KAnpov] ie. “not as 
those, who,” etc. With xaraxup. cf. for meaning and expres- 
tion Matt. xx. 25-28; 2 Cor i. 24; it is not ‘equal to 
xupeevey (Steiger), but the prefixed xara intensifies the idea 
of xupieverv: “ to exercise a sway, by which violence is 
offered to those who are under it.”’—«Ampos, properly 
speaking, the lot, then that which is apportioned by lot, then 
generally, that which is allotted or assigned to any one, 
whether it be an office, a possession, or anything else. Here 
it is the congregation (TO motuyov) that is to be understood ; 
not as though «Afpos in itself meant the congregation, but 
the churches are thus designated, because they are assigned 
to the elders as a possession, in which to exercise their 
official duties. The plural is put, because different elders 
filled offices in different congregations (Calov, Steiger, de 
Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.). Compare the passage in Acts 
xvii. 4, where it is said of those converted by Paul and Silas: 
mpocexdnpwoOncav 7 Ilavdw cal tH Sirg. It is incorrect 
to supply tod Oeov, as is done by Beza, etc., and to derive 
the expression from the O. T., where the congregation of Israel 
is termed the KAHpos (rons) of God, Deut. ix. 29, LXX. But 
it is equally incorrect when Hofmann applies cataxupsevovtes, 
not to the mpecSvrepos, but to others, and, taking @s as 
instituting a comparison, understands xAjpor to signify “the 
estates belonging to some one himself,” translating accordingly : 
“not as those who exercise rule over estates belonging to 
themselves.” The apostle’s idea thus would be: “the elders 
are not to treat the church as an object over which they 
exercise right of possession, and do with as they please.” How 
should the apostle have thought of bringing forward a com- 
parison so far-fetched ?— and how arbitrary it appears to 
interpret ws differently in this passage from in chap, i. 14, 
u. 2, 5, 11, 12, 13, ete.; to allow the article raév to take the 
place of the possessive pronoun, and to attribute a meaning to 
«djpot which it often has in profane Greek, but never either 

‘Thus Hofmann interprets, correctly. He is mistaken, however, in main- 


taining that ar here does not imply an hostile antithesis, since a violent rule 
is one by which he who is ruled over is injured in his rights. 
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in the O. or in the N. T.!1— adda tusroe yuvdpevoe tod 
motuviov| The antithesis here is a different one from that in 
the passage quoted from Matt. The elders, as the leaders of 
the church, necessarily possess a kind of xupuorns over it; but 
they are not to exercise this in a manner opposed to the 
character of Christian life in the church (which would be a 
katakuplevely), but by being examples to the congregations, 
shining before them in every Christian virtue (1 Tim. iv. 12; 
tm 7) z ef. 2 Thess. iii. 9; Phil ai-1 7. 

Ver. 4. Assurance of the future reward for the faithful 
fulfilment of the exhortation just given.— «at] simply con- 
nects the result with the exhortation (cf. Winer, p. 406 
[E. T. 542]), and is not to be taken aitioroyexds for tva, — 
pavepabevros TOU apxvmorpevos | With pavep. ef. Col. i. 4; 
1 John ii. 28; Christ is here termed dpxumoupipy (Grr. ce 
chap. ii. 25: 0 woupyy; Heb. xiii. 20: 6 row o peyds) as 
He “to whom the elders, with the flock they tend, are sub- 
ject” (Hofmann). — xopueto@e (cf. chap. i. 9) Tov dpmapavytivov 
THs Oo&€ns otépavov] The greater number of commentators 
consider dwapavTwvos as equal to dudpaytos in chap. i. 4; but 
the direct derivation of the word from papaivec@ar is hardly 
to be justified. It comes rather from the substantive dudp- 
avtos, and therefore means, as Beza explains: ex amaranto 
videlicet, cujus floris Gnquit Plinius) summa natura in nomine 
est, sic appellato quoniam non marcescit. Accordingly the 
figure present to the mind of the apostle was an ama- 
ranthine wreath; thus also Schott.? It is at least uncertain 
whether crédavos here (as frequently in the writings of Paul) 
is thought of as a wreath of victory (thus the greater number 
of commentators), since among the Jews, also, wreaths of 
flowers and leaves were in use as tokens of honour and 
rejoicing (cf. Winer’s bibl. Realwirterbuch, sv. Krinze). — ths 
d0Ems is the genitive of apposition; cf. 2 Tim. iv. 8; Jas. 

1The opinion of Oecumenius: Azpov +d kepiy ovornum nadsi, woxep nal viv 
jucis (i.e. the priesthood), which many Catholic commentators have followed, 
requires no refutation ; and as little does that of Dodwell, who understands 
xA%pos to mean church property. 

2 Perhaps, however, Hofmann may be right when he supposes that éwapavrios 


stands in the same relation to dudpavros as aanbiwds to aandys and syseds to 
dyits, and that accordingly the word should be written duapaveswas. 
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i. 12; Rev. ii. 10: the d0€a is the unfading crown which 
they shall obtain. 

Ver. 5. ouolws] cf. chap. iii. 1, '7; here also opolws is not 
a mere particle of transition (Pott). The exhortation to 
humility, expressed in this verse, corresponds to those ad- 
dressed to the elders, wherein they are admonished to submit 
themselves to the duties of their office with humility, and 
without seeking their own advantage. — vedtepor trotaynte 
mpeaSutépois] Who are these vewtepor? Certainly not the 
whole of the members of the congregation (in contrast to the 
elders), as Beda, Estius, Pott, Wiesinger, etc., assume, but 
either the younger members generally, or such of them as 
were employed in many ministrations, suitable neither for the 
elders nor the deacons. The first assumption (Luther, Calvin, 
Aretius, Gerhard, etc.) is opposed by the circumstance that 
mpecButépois here seems to have the same official significa- 
tion as above in ver. 1 ff. If this be so, then it is plainly 
inconsistent to take the expression vewtepos as specifying only 
a particular time of life. The second (Weiss, p. 344 ff, 
Schott, Briickner), founded chiefly on Acts v. 6, 10, is contra- 
dicted by the fact, that there is no historical testimony for the 
existence of an office, such as it takes for granted. If vedtepor 
indicate only a particular time of life, then the like may be 
said of the accompanying mpeoBurépots. The difficulty which 
arises from the same name being employed first as an official 
title, and then to denote a particular age, is solved, in a 
measure at least, by supposing that since the word contained 
both references, the apostle might, as he proceeded in his 
exhortation, lose sight of the one in the other.'— The special 
exhortation is followed by the general: wavtes S& addiprors] 
If imotaccopevot is to be erased after addXjdors, the words 
may then be taken either with what precedes (Lach. gr. Ausy., 
Buttmann, Hofmann) or with what follows. In the first case 
there is something fragmentary in the structure of the clause, 
while the second, adopted by almost all commentators (formerly 


1 The view that zpecBuripos indicates an office, but vedrepo: a time of life (de 
Wette), is opposed by the circumstance that ‘‘it remains incomprehensible why 
the exhortation, which is surely meant to apply to the whole church, should be 
addressed to the younger members only ” (Hofmann), 
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also in this commentary), is opposed by the dative dddsjra<s, 
which is too easily passed over with the remark that it is the 
dative of reference, equivalent to: “ for each other,” or “with 
reference to each other.” All the passages which Winer 
(p. 202 [E. T. 270]) brings forward to prove that the dative 
is used of everything with reference to which anything takes 
place, are of a different nature. mdvres denotes the whole of 
the members of the church without distinction. — r7v rare- 
voppoctynyv éyxouBecacGe] In interpreting the word éyxop- 
BSaoacbe, commentators have not unfrequently, but erroneously, 
started from the meaning of the substantive éy«ouwPapa,) under- 
standing (certainly without justification) it to signify “a 
beautiful dress,’ and rendering: “adorn yourselves with 
humility ;” thus Calvin, ete.; or else, whilst correctly explain- 
ing the word as the apron worn by slaves, they find in the 
verb itself the reference to humility in behaviour; thus 
Grotius, Hornejus, Steiger, de Wette, etc.” — Rather, however, 
must that sense of the verb be retained which is to be had 
by deriving it from «duos, “a band:” “to tie on, or fasten 
anything by means of a xdpuPos, zc. a band.” Since, now, it is 
used for the most part of the fastening of a garment, it lies to 
hand to take the expression here as having the same sense 
with évdvecBas (cf. Col. iii. 12), yet so that the idea of making 
fast is more strongly brought out in the former than in the 
latter: “to clothe oneself firmly, wrap oneself round with 
tarewopp ;” Bengel: induite vos et involvite, ut amictus 
humilitatis nulla vi vobis detrahi possit (thus also Wiesinger, 
Schott). Other interpreters hold by the one or the other 
meaning only, ze. either by that of clothing (Oecumenius : 
everAnoaaGe kat mrepi8arreoe) or that of making fast (Luther : 


1 Steph. 8.0. tyxouBsn: illigo, involvo; Hesych. enim éyxouBuels exponit 
Debcls et tyxexduBuras affert pro eveiAnras.—’Eyxiupuee vestimenti genus est ; 
seribit enim Poll. 4, 119, +7 3: sav dodrAwy Bupids wpornciobas not iwariouey ot 
Acuxoy, Quod byxtuBupu Ss. triBanwa nominari. 

2 Hofmann holds by this reference (although he does not derive the meaning 
of the verb from that of the substantive). He says that the verb, of itself, has 
that sense, since he who prepared himself for the duties of a servant girded him- 
self with a garment fastened by means of a band. This conclusion would be 
established if éyxouPodv were used only of the putting on of a slave’s apron, 
which, however, is not the case, 
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“hold fast by humility ;” Erasmus: humilitatem vobis fixam 
habete). Similar exhortations to humility towards one 
another: Eph. iv. 2; Phil. i. 3; Rom. xii. 16. The ex- 
hortation is strengthened by the quotation of the Old Testa- 
ment passage, Prov. iii. 34, after the LXX., where, however, 
xuptos stands instead of 6 Oeds. The same quotation is to be 
found in Jas. iv. 6, where, as here, there is first of all the 
injunction to submit to God, and then that to resist the 
devil; cf. also Luke i. 51. 

Ver. 6. Conclusion drawn from the Old Testament passage, 
taTewwoOnte ody wd K.7.r.] see Jas, iv. 6; not: “become 
humble,” as Wiesinger interprets, on account of the passive 
(for if the meaning must be passive, in accordance with the 
form, it ought to be: “be made humble”), but in a middle 
sense: “humble yourselves.” Ver. 7 shows that this self- 
humbling here refers to the lowly and submissive bearing of 
afflictions (otherwise in Luke xiv. 11).-— tiv xpatasay yetpa] 
Old Testament expression denoting the power of God which 
rules and judges all; cf. Deut. ii. 24, LXX.; it does not 
refer here to the laying on of afflictions only (de Wette), 
but to the being exalted out of them (so, too, Briickner) ; ef. 
Luke i. 51: éoince xparos év Bpaylov abtod' SvecKxopricev 
uTepnpavovs ... Kal tirpwoe tarewovs. The purpose of 
this subordination: wa studs tirwon, is the glory which 
follows upon the sufferings; wa is not put é«Batixads (Pott), 
but TeAuas.—e€v Kaip@] Matt. xxiv. 45: “tempore statuto ;” 
Erasmus: ut vos extollat, cum erit opportunum, cum judicabit 
id vobis expedire vel in hoc saeculo, vel in die judicii; this 
last is here the principal point of view. 

Ver. 7 is closely connected with ver. 6 ; hence the participle. 
The idea and expression are taken from Ps. lv. 22, LXX. 
(€rippupov ert Kiptov THY pépimvay cov Kal adTos ce SiaOpéerrer), 
although somewhat altered ; racav tv péprpvav bwav:' “ your 
whole care ;” the singular unites all individual cares together 
into one uniform whole. Hofmann, without reason, assumes 
that in this passage pépywva does not mean care itself, but the 
object which causes care. The context shows that the care 


1 Gerhard : ‘‘ pve significat curam sollicitam et dubiam, quae mentem in 
partes divisas velut dividit, a mepiZew cov vodv.” 
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specially meant here is that which is occasioned by the suffer- 
ings ; cf. Matt. vi. 25; Phil. iv. 6.— dtc atte «.7.r.] “for He 
careth for you ;” the same construction of the verb with mepé 
occurs frequently in the N. T., eg. John x. 13; éw adrov, bre 
avo, “are intentionally brought together” (Wiesinger). 

Ver. 8. vyvate (chap. iv. 7), ypnyopyncare, cf. 1 Thess. v. 6; 
placed in juxtaposition by asyndeton “in nervous conciseness, 
in virtue of which 671, too, is omitted before 0 dvtidcKos” 
(Wiesinger). Temperance and watchfulness are specially 
necessary, in order to remain faithful amid all the temptations 
of suffering. The reason is given in what follows.—o avri- 
dixos tu@y Sa80r0s] Hensler’s explanation: “slandering op- 
ponents,” requires no refutation. — dcaBoros is a substantive, 
in explanatory apposition to o avid. twév, which latter is 
used, in this passage only, to designate the devil (corresponding 
to the Hebrew j0¥, which, however, the LXX. always trans- 
late by SsdBoros). The word denotes strictly an opponent 
in a court of justice ; but it occurs also in a general sense as 
“adversary.” Schott would retain the original application, 
after Zech. iii. 1 ff, Rev. xii. 10, in that “the devil will, as 
it were, compel God to declare in condemnatory judgment 
that the Christians have forfeited salvation;” but there is no 
allusion to the divine judgment here, the carazrivew is rather 
indicated as the aim of the devil.—@s Xéwv apvdpevos]? 
a@pvecOar peculiariter dicitur érl Awe KravdvT@Y AUKw?, 4) 
AeovTwv, 7 Kuvadv (Hesych.), cf. Ps. civ. 21.— repumare? 
(Job i. 7, ii. 2) &yraév tiva Katatrin| weperatety and fnToev 
belong strictly to each other, so that the comparison with the 
lion applies to both (Steiger). The efforts of the devil are 
directed against Christians, who, as such, do not belong to 
him ; as long as they remain faithful to their Christian calling, 
he can do them no harm (1 John v. 18), therefore he is on 
the look-out whom (according to the reading: tiva katamtn) 
he may devour, or if he may devour any one (according to the 
reading: Twa xatameiv), by alluring to unfaithfulness.? — 


1 Augustin (Sermo 46 de divers, ¢. ii.) : Christus leo propter fortitudinem, 
diabolus propter feritatem ; ille leo ad vincendum, iste leo ad nocendum. 

2 Hofmann irrelevantly remarks that @nreiv, followed by an interrogative, 
means : to consider a thing; the word above is evidently stronger than that. 
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katarivew, “ devour,’ denotes complete destruction. Chrysos- 
tom (Homil. 22, ad popul. Antioch.): circuit quaerens, non 
quem mordeat vel frangat, sed quem devoret. 

Ver. 9. & dvtiotnte otepeot TH Tiotes] cf. Jas. iv. 7; Eph. 
vi. 11 ff. 79 wlotes does not belong to dvticrnte (Bengel), 
but to orepeot; not as the dat. instrum. (Beza, Hensler), 
but as the dative of nearer definition: “ firm in the faith ;” 
ef, Acts xvi. 5; Col. ii. 7; cf. Winer, p. 202 [E. T. 270]. It 
is only a firm faith that can resist the devil. — eiddtes Ta 
avTa tov Tabnudtov .. . émotedcioPar] Almost all inter- 
preters assume that the construction here is that of the accus. 
c. inf. Hofmann nevertheless denies this, remarking that in 
the N. T. eéS07es (in the sense of “ knowing”) never takes the 
accus. c. inf, but always the particle 67, and that when 
eidotes is followed by the accus. c. inf, it signifies “to under- 
stand how to doa thing.”* If this be correct, émutencio Pan 
must have an active meaning, Ta a’ta tav mad. be the 
accusative after it, and the dative 77... ddekpornts be depen- 
dent on 7a avra. Explaining émutedeto Pas on the analogy of 
the phrase: 7a Tod ynpws éutencicPar (Xen. Mem. iv. 8. 8), 
and seeing in ta ava the idea of measure expressed, Hofmann 
translates: “ knowing how to pay for your Christianity the same 
tribute of affliction as your brethren in the world.” This ex- 
planation cannot be accepted without hesitation. For, on the 
one hand, from the fact that in other parts of the N. T. efdores 
does not take the accus. ec. inf., it cannot be concluded that here 
it does not do so either, the more especially that the construction 
of the accus. c. inf. occurs comparatively rarely in the N. T.; and, 
on the other hand, the phrase: ta... Tv wad. azroTeX., is not 
analogous with the expression: Ta Tod ynpws éruTeX., since in 
the former there is no conception corresponding to Tod ynpas. 
Hofmann inserts, indeed, as such, the idea of the Christian 
calling, but it is purely imported, and nowhere hinted at.in the 
text. Accordingly, évtedetoPac—eorammatically considered 
—can have a passive signification, not, indeed, equivalent to: 
“are completed” (Thue. vii. 2; Phil. i. 6, and other passages), 
for this idea would not be suitable here, but rather: “ are being 


1 Cf. the passages quoted by Hofmann : Matt. vii. 11; Luke xi. 13, xii. 36; 
Jas, iv. 17; Phil. iv. 12; 1 Tim. iii, 56; 2 Pet. ii. 9. 
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accomplished” (thus Herod. i. 51, in connection with rd 
émitacodueva; Thue. i. 138: émiteréoa & tmécyeto). This 
idea is, in truth, not very appropriate either; it seems to be 
more fitting to take the verb in a middle sense, as equivalent 
to: “are accomplishing themselves ;” and to translate : “ know- 
ing (or better rather: considering) that the same sufferings are 
accomplishing themselves in the brethren.” This rendering 
is to be preferred to all others. The Vulg. translates ém 
ted. by fieri; Luther by “befall;” both are too inexact 
renderings of the sense." In the explanation above given, ra 
avTa is used as a substantive, as frequently happens with the 
neuter of adjectives (Winer, p. 220’[E.T. 294}), and is put here 
to emphasize the sameness of the sufferings (thus de Wette, 
Wiesinger); 77 . . . adeAdornte is to be taken as the more 
remote object; on no condition can the dative be understood 
as equivalent to io in passives. With the idea dderddrnze, 
ef. chap. ii. 17.—The addition, év xoope, alludes to the reason. 
of the afflictions (Steiger). Wiesinger justly remarks: “in 
the world, the dominion of the Evil One, the Christian can 
and dare expect nothing else.” Possibly it may contain at 
the same time a reference to the adeAdédrns, which the Lord 
has already taken to Himself é« tod xécpov. The thought 
that the brethren have to bear the same afflictions, serves to 
give strength in resisting the devil, since the consciousness of 
bearing similar afflictions in common with all Christian 
brethren, encourages to patient endurance. 

Vv. 10, 11. Promise of blessing and doxology. — o € Oeds, 
placed by way of emphasis at the beginning. That which 
has gone before has told the readers what they should do; in 
contrast to this (6é), the apostle now says what God will do. 
(Schott) ; with the expression: O«ds rdans yaputos, cf. 2 Cor. 
i. 3: Oceos wdons mapaxdjoews. God as the author of all 
grace; ydpis conceived as a possession. Like the whole 
promise of blessing, this very designation of God serves to 
comfort and strengthen the readers in their afflictions. — 6 
Kadréoas vas, K.7.r.] cf. 1 Thess. ii, 12 (2 Thess. ii. 14); that 


1 The translation of Wichelhaus: ‘‘to be laid upon,” is entirely unjustifiable. 
2 Hofmann erroneously appeals to Hartung’s G7. II. p. 288, in support of the 
interpretation : “the same measure of suffering.” 
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is: to participation in His (God’s) own dca. The participation 
is here thought of as future, although for believing Christians 
it is even now present in its beginning (2 Pet. i. 4). In this 
calling there is already contained the pledge of the promises 
that follow: xataptice: «7... — év Xpiot@ belongs to 
xadéoas, more nearly defined by duds eis etc. (de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Schott), not to ddfav (Hofmann). God possesses 
the glory not first in Christ, as Hofmann says, but He has 
had it from all eternity, although in Christ it is first revealed. 
Gerhard interprets incorrectly : propter meritum Christi. év 
is by several interpreters inaccurately taken as equivalent to 
da; but though év denote instrumentality, this is of a more 
inward nature than that expressed by dud. The sense is: by 
God having brought you into union with Christ (thus also 
de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott). The connection of ev Xp. with 
édly. tabévras following (Glossa interl.: sicut membra in illo 
patientes ; Nicol de Lyra) has nothing to commend it.—oréyov 
arabovtas] ddtyov, as in chap. i. 6: “a little while.” — 
madovtas is to be joined with xadéoas x.7.r. (Steiger, de 
Wette, Wiesinger), but in such a way that in sense it does 
not apply so much to cadécas, as to the obtaining of the dd£a 
of God, since the aorist must not arbitrarily be interpreted as 
a present. Hofmann rightly observes: “Peter subjoins this 
aorist participle as if it had been preceded by eis 16 do&d- 
fec@as.”* Lachmann and Tischendorf (om. duds after catap- 
ticet) have connected these words with what follows, as also 
the Vulg. translates: modicum passos ipse perficiet (so also 
Wichelhaus). Many, particularly among the older commen- 
tators, even retaining the tuas, have adopted this construction ; 
Luther: “The same will make you, that suffer a little while, 
fully prepared,” etc. Opposed to this, however, is as much 
the fact that the xataprifew does not take place after the 
afflictions only, but during them, as that the present affliction 
and the future glory belong closely together; cf. ver. 1.—If, 
as is highly probable, the duds after ckataptice: be spurious, 
it must be supplied out of the duds that precedes. — adros] is 


* Schott’s explanation, that ‘“‘to the apostle as he looks from the present, 
in so far as it already contains their completion, back on the present of actual 
reality, the sufferings appear as past,” is inappropriate. 
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placed emphatically: the God ..., who hath called you, He 
will, etc., the same God; the calling already contains the 
guarantee for the cataprifew, «.7.d. — xatapticet, x.7.d.| KaTap- 
rigew, Luke vi. 40; 1 Cor.i. 10; Heb. xiii. 21 ; Luther rightly 
translates: “fully prepare;” Bengel: ne remaneat in vobis 
defectus. — ornpifew, 2 Thess. ii. 17, iii. 3, and other passages. 
Bengel: ne quid vos labefactet. — o@evotv, dm. rey. Bengel: 
ut superetis vim omnem adversam. — Oeueduodv (see the 
critical notes); in its proper sense, Matt. vii. 25; Luke vi. 
48 ; figuratively: Eph. iii. 18 (reOewercopévor synonymous 
with éppiSwpévor); Col. i. 23 (synonymous with &€paioz). 
—The future expresses the sure expectation that, as the 
apostle wishes, God will perfect, etc, the believers.—If 
katapticac be read, this form must not be taken as the infini- 
tive (Pott), but as the optative.'—The heaping up of expressions 
connected by asyndeton is rhetorical, and arises from the 
natural impulse of an agitated heart to find full expression 
for its feelings—Ver. 11. The same doxology as in chap. 
iv. 11. It sets the seal on the hope just expressed. 

Vv. 12-14. Concluding remarks; first, ver. 12, as to the 
letter itself. — dua SiAovavod .. . éyparpa] There is no reason 
to doubt that this Silvanus is the well-known companion of 
the Apostle Paul. Whilst in the Acts he is named “ Silas,” 
Paul, like Peter, calls him “Silvanus.” He was sent from 
the convention of apostles, along with Paul, Barnabas, and 
Judas Barsabas, as bearers of the epistle to Antioch. After 
this he accompanied Paul on his second missionary journey. 
He is not mentioned afterwards, nor is it known at what time 
he came to Peter. Osa... éyparpa does not designate Silvanus 
either as the translator or the writer of the epistle, but simply 
as the bearer of it. sd has here the same sense as in the 
subscriptions of the Epistles to the Romans, the Corinthians, 
etc. ; it is synonymous with dud yerpds, Acts xv. 23. — “ It is 
evident that the choice of Silas for this (mediatory) mission 
was a particularly happy one, as he had been Paul’s companion 
in former times, and had assisted him in founding the greater 


1 Erasmus, by first reading zarapricw: and then ernpiZe, etc., understands this 
and the subsequent words as substantives: perficiet fultura confirmatione, 
fundatione. 
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part of the churches here addressed” (Wieseler). — dyiy Tod 
mTioTov adeApod| vpiy can be joined either with the following 
éypawa, or with miorod ad. If the latter combination be 
adopted (it is more simple if rod be erased as spurious, but is 
also possible if tod be retained ; equivalent to: “ who is the 
faithful brother unto you”), the apposition indicates that an 
intimate relation subsisted between Silvanus and the churches 
to which Peter writes. The connection with éypawra, how- 
ever, is the more natural one, duiv being inserted between, as 
in Gal. vi. 11.—o motos ddeAgos is the name given to 
Silvanus, because generally he had proved faithful in the 
performance of every service for the church of Christ. There 
is no reason why the expression should be referred specially 
to his relation to the churches of Asia Minor only (as formerly 
in this commentary), or particularly to that in which he stood 
to Peter (Hofmann). Still, it isnot improbable that Peter, by 
this designation, alludes to the confidence he has, that he will 
also prove faithful in the service which is now required of 
him. — The following words: os Aoyifowat, may be applied 
either to the opinion just expressed on Silvanus (Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Schott, Wichelhaus), or to the subsequent dv’ 6réywv 
éypara (Steiger, Hofmann). It is hardly possible to come 
to a definite conclusion, At any rate, AoyiGouar does not 
express an uncertain conjecture; cf Rom. iii. 28, viii. 18; 
Heb. x1. 19. In the jirst case, by the confirmation which it 
contains of the opinion just uttered, it serves to strengthen 
the confidence of the churches in Silvanus; in the second, the 
apostle indicates that, considering the importance of his sub- 
ject and the yearning of his heart, he looks on his letter as 
a short one.’ This last appears the more probable. — &’ 
ddiyov] equal to dua Bpayéwv, Heb. xiii. 22: “in few words;” 
ef. Thucyd. iv. 95. — éypayra] refers to this epistle, which the 


1 Hofmann’s opinion is purely arbitrary, ‘‘that since the individual churches 
received the epistle, intended as it was for so wide a circle, only in « transcrip- 
tion of a transcription, and had again to send it on, a modest remark, that he 
had not made his letter too long in order to venture to ask them to take this 
trouble, was not inappropriate.” Nothing alludes to the taking of any such 
trouble. — Fronmiiller’s view is also incorrect. He thinks that as acyiZ. should 
be taken with 2 S.Aov. typ, in the sense of: ‘*I count upon your receiving this 
epistle by Silvanus,”’—for there is no question here of the receiving of it. 
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apostle is on the point of closing, and not, as Erasmus, Grotius, 
etc., altogether unwarrantably assume, to a former one which 
has been lost;* cf. Philem. 19, 21. — wapaxardv kab érr- 
paptupav| Although by these two words the apostle indicates 
two distinct subjects, still these are not to be separated in 
such a way as to be applicable to different parts of the epistle 
(de Wette, Briickner) ;” but the wapdax«dnows and the éripap- 
TUpnows are throughout the whole letter closely bound up 
together. As the contents of the éwipaptupety are stated, but 
not those of the wapaxanetv, the chief stress is laid on the 
former, the latter (wapaxad@v) being placed first, in order 
thereby to give prominence to the character of the émiuap- 
TUpnots. Contrary to its common usage, de Wette interprets 
éeriyaptupav : im addition to, i.e. testifying in addition to the 
exhortation. émipaptupety simply means: to bear witness to 
anything (opp. avtiyaprupeiv, see Pape and Cremer, s.v.; in 
the N. T. da. Ney.; emiaptipecOar occurs in the LXX. and 
in the Apocr., but not émmaptupeiv); Bengel is therefore 
wrong in interpreting: testimonium jam per Paulum et Silam 
audierant pridem: Petrus insuper testatur ; so, too,is Hofmann 
in saying that in émipaprtupeiy it is presupposed that the 
readers themselves already know and believe what Peter 
testifies. — tavtnv evar adnO7 yapw tod Oeod] Contents of 
the émipaptipnois: “that this is the true grace of God;”? 
tavtnv does not refer to that of which the apostle has written, 
but its more precise definition follows in the subsequent rela- 
tive clause. Peter accordingly sets forth, in conclusion, that 


1 In this interpretation a; AsyiZouas is applied to the writing of the former 
epistle. Erasmus: per Silvanum.. . qui non dubito, quin epistolam bona fide 
reddiderit. Similarly Pott: antehac et, si recte memini (‘‘if I remember 
aright !”) per Sily. epistolam vobisscripsi. Differently Wetstein : scripsi, ut ipse 
sentio et apud me, omnibus rite perpensis, statuo, ita etiam alios hortor, ut idem 
mecum profiteantur: doctrinam Christi esse veram. 

2 «The first statement of the contents of the epistle applies to chap. i. 13- 
v. 9; thesecond, to i. 3-12 ; and one or two passages in the hortatory portion, 
asi, 18-20, 25, 1. 9f., i. 18) iv. 12 £.” 

3 Hofmann lays stress on the want of the article before xp, and therefore 
interprets : ‘‘ that it is real grace of God, that that is in truth grace from God, 
wherein they have come to stand ;” but if Peter had meant this, he would not 
have written 2anén, but zanéas. In this interpretation also the rule of assimila- 
tion is wrongly applied. 
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his epistle testifies to the readers that that grace in which 
they already stood is the true grace, from which, therefore, 
they should not depart (cf. with this, chap. 1. 12, 25, 
ii. 10, 25). No doubt this was the ydpis which had been 
brought to them by means of the preaching of Paul, but it 
does not follow that the purpose of Peter’s éripaptupyos was 
to set, for the readers, the seal on that preaching. It is not 
the preaching which is here in question, but the ydpis in 
which the readers stood, quite apart from the person through 
whose instrumentality it was brought to them. Had Peter 
intended to bear a testimony to Paul, he would surely have 
done so in clear terms; nor does anything in the epistle 
allude to an uncertainty on the part of the readers as to 
whether Paul had preached the true gospel to them. ydpus 
is not: doctrina evangelii (Gerhard); but neither is it: “the 
state of grace” (de Wette), for with this the adjunct tot Ocod 
would not harmonize. But it denotes the objective divine 
grace, into the sphere of which the readers have entered by 
means of faith ; cf. Rom. v. 2. — adnO7] stands here as the 
leading conception, not with any polemical reference to an 
erroneous doctrine (for there is no trace of any such polemic 
in the epistle), but is intended by the apostle to mark in 
itself the truth and reality of this ydpus, in order that the 
readers may not be induced by the persecutions to abandon it. 
— els iv éotyjxate] for this construction, cf. Winer, p. 386 f. 
[E. T. 516 ff]. If the reading orjre be adopted, this adjunct 
expresses the exhortation to continue in that grace. Here, 
however, the nearer definition necessary to tadrny is wanting ; 
for as the émimaptipyots is not something added on to the 
epistle (¢ypayra), tadtny yapw cannot be the grace of which 
I have written to you. 

Ver. 13. Salutation. — The notion that 4... cuvexXextn 
denotes the apostle’s wife (Bengel, Mayerhoff, Jachmann, etc.) 
finds no support from 1 Cor. ix. 5; it is contradicted by the 
év BaBvadve' inserted between. By far the greater number 
of commentators rightly consider it to mean: “ the church in 

? According to several commentators, cvvexa., though not meaning definitely 


Peter’s wife, yet refers to some other excellent woman of the church. Wolf 
even thinks it may be understood as a proper name. 
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Babylon” (x has the word ékxAncia after BaBurdve; Occ. 
u. Vulg. ecclesia). According to Hofmann, é«xAncia is not to 
be supplied to ocuvexdexty}, “but the churches to which the 
apostle writes are, as such, éxdexrai, and the church from 
which he sends greetings is, as such, a cuvexdext7, as she from 
whom the Apostle John sends salutations is an ddedd7 
éxrexTn” (2 John 13). But in John’s Epistle, ver. 1, xupéa, 
and ver. 13, adeA¢7, are put along with éxdexr7 ; accordingly, 
it does not follow that ovverXextH, without the additional idea 
exkAnola, would of itself mean a church. The cup refers to 
the churches to which Peter sends the salutation of the 
former, ef. chap. i. 1.7 According to Eusebius (H. FZ. c. 15), 
Papias already was of opinion that the name Babylon is here 
used figuratively, and that by it Rome is to be understood. 
The same view is adopted by Clemens Alex., Hieronymus, 
Oecumenius, Beda, Luther, and by most of the Catholic inter- 
preters ;” in more recent times by Thiersch, Ewald, Hofmann, 
Wiesinger, Schott, etc. The principal reasons brought forward 
in support of this view are—(1) The tradition of the primitive 
church, which speaks of the apostle’s stay in Rome, but makes 
no mention of his having lived in Babylon; (2) The designa- 
tion of Rome as Babylon in Revelation, chap. xiv. 8, xviii. 
2,10; (3) The banishment of the Jews from Babylon in the 
time of the Emperor Claudius, according to Joseph. Ant. 
i. 18,c.12. But these reasons are not conclusive, for—(1) The 
tradition has preserved altogether very imperfect and uncertain 
notices of the apostles; (2) In Revelation this designation is 
very naturally explained from the reference to O. T. prophecy; 
(3) The account of Josephus does not lead us to understand 
that all the Jews were banished from Babylon and its vicinity 
(see Mayerhoff, p. 128 ff., and Wieseler, p. 557f).? Although 


1 Tt is far-fetched when Schott says that 4 cuvexa, 4 tv Buf. is not written 
here, but % 2y Ba. cvvsxa., because the very fact of her being in Babylon (i.e. 
Rome) makes the church a cvyexazxe4, ic. the real associate of the churches who 
read the epistle ; namely, in as far as thus reference is made to a like condition 
of suffering. 

2 Lorinus remarks: Omnes quotquot legerim interpretes catholici romanam 
intelligunt ecclesiam. Calvin says of this interpretation: hoc commentum 
Papistae libenter arripiunt, ut videatur Petrus romanae ecclesiae praefuisse. 

$ Hofmann maintains that it is ‘‘ indiscoverable how Peter had come to know 
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de Wette’s rejoinder, that “the allegorical designation is 
unnatural in a letter, especially in the salutation,’ may be 
going too far, still it is improbable that Peter, in simply con- 
veying a greeting, would have made use of an allegorical name 
of a place, without ever hinting that the designation was not 
to be taken literally. This could admit of explanation only 
if, at the time the epistle was written, it had been customary 
among the Christians to speak of Rome as Babylon; and that 
it was so, we have no evidence. Accordingly, Erasmus, Calvin, 
Gerhard, Neander, de Wette-Briickner, Wieseler, Weiss, Bleek, 
Reuss, Fronmiiller, etc, have justly declared themselves 
opposed to the allegorical interpretation. The view that by 
Babylon is meant the Babylon in Egypt mentioned by Strabo, 
i. 17 (Pearson, Calov, Vitringa, Wolf), has nothing to commend 
it, the less so that this Babylon was simply a military 
carrison.' — kat Mdpxos 0 vids pov] The correct interpreta- 
tion of vids pov is given already by Oecumenius: Mapxov 
vidv, KaTa TvEedwa Kant, GAN od KaTa capxa. It is un- 
doubtedly the well-known companion of Paul who is meant. 
Since, according to Acts, Peter was acquainted with his mother, 
it is probable that Mark was converted to Christianity by 
Peter. The idea that Peter here speaks of a son of his own 
after the flesh, named Mark (Bengel, Hottinger, Jachmann, etc.), 
could receive support only if cuvexrexty were used to desig- 
nate the apostle’s wife. 

Ver. 14. domdaacbe addyrous ev didypate ayanvns| Paul 
uses a similar expression, Rom. xvi. 16; 1 Cor. xvi. 20; 
2 Cor. xiii. 12; 1 Thess. v. 26. The members of the church 
are by turns to greet one another (not each other in Peter’s 
name) with the kiss of charity, thus testifying to their 
brotherly love for each other (see Meyer on 1 Cor. xvi. 26). 
Instead of the Pauline: év dyim dud, there is here: év dud. 
ayarns, “ with the kiss of love,” i.e. the kiss, which is the type 
and expression of Christian brotherly love. — The final bene- 
the two Pauline Epistles to the Romans and Ephesians,” if he wrote his epistle 
in Babylon. But the composition of the epistle in Rome is not by any means 
proved by so uncertain an assertion. 

‘It is clearly quite arbitrary when some scholars, like Capellus, Spanheim, 


and Semler, understand. Babylon here as a name for Jerusalem, or even for the 
house where the apostles were assembled on the day of Pentecost. 
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diction is likewise similar to those in the epistles of Paul; 
only that in these ydpis stands in the place of edpivn (Eph. 
vi. 23, 24, both occur; ef. too, 3 John 15). By the addi- 
tion of tois €v Xp. the waves are designated according to 
their nature as such, who live in union with Christ, and to 


whom, therefore, the benediction here pronounced belongs. 


wie 


* 


THE SECOND EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE PETER. 


INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1—OCCASION, CONTENTS, AND CHARACTER OF THE 
EPISTLE. 


“ HE epistle on its own testimony professes to have 
been written by the Apostle Peter (chap. i. 1, 14, 
16-18, iii. 1, 15) subsequent to his first epistle 
(chap. ii. 1; comp. also i. 16), and addressed to 
the same churches. Its occasion and aim are stated in chap. 
iii. 17,18. The author is in anxiety as to the false teachers 
who were about to appear,—he nevertheless pictures them as 
actually present,—and therefore he wishes to warn his readers 
against them, that they might not be led astray, and exhorts 
them to grow in grace and in the knowledge of the Lord and 
Saviour Jesus Christ. The false teachers against whom the 
epistle is directed are the Libertines (chap. ii.) and the deniers 
of the Parousia of Christ, and the destruction of the world 
connected therewith (chap. iii.). It is commonly assumed 
that in chap. ili, the persons meant are the same as those 
described in chap. ii. But an identity of this kind is nowhere 
suggested ; indeed, the way and the terms in which the 
éumatxta are introduced in chap. iii. seem rather to indicate 
that by the latter—although mention is also made of their 
sensual life (kata tas iSias adtav émiOuplas Topevdpevor)— 
different individuals are intended from those portrayed in 
chap. ii. (Weiss)—De Wette’s opinion, that the author had in 
his eye “vicious persons” simply, and not “false teachers,” 
251 
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is erroneous, it being abundantly evident from vv. 18, 19 
that the persons described in chap. ii. based their actions on a 
definite principle ; moreover, they are expressly termed ypevdo- 
SiSdoKxanro., ver. 1. It is also equally erroneous to take 
them to be Gnostics, properly so called, or more particularly, 
with Grotius, followers of Carpocrates. Bertholdt calls them 
Sadducee Christians; but this term is wanting in the necessary 
precision. Cf. my Introduction to Jude’s Epistle. 

The epistle falls into two principal divisions, each con- 
sisting of two parts. In the first part of the first division 
(chap. i. 1-11), the author reminds the Christians of the 
blessings, more especially the éayyédwata, of which by the 
power of God they had been made partakers, linking en to 
this the exhortation to give abundant proof of the virtues 
which are the fruits of faith—those especially in which he 
that is wanting is like unto one blind, and he only who 
possesses can enter into the eternal kingdom of Christ—In 
the second part (chap. i. 12-21), the author, as the Apostle 
Peter, mentions first, what had induced him to give the exhor- 
tation at this particular time, and then refers his readers to 
the certainty of Christ’s advent, confirmed as it was both by 
the divine words which himself had heard at the Saviour’s 
transfiguration and by the prophecies of the Old Covenant. 
—In the first part of the second division (chap. ii.), the author 
portrays the immoral character of the Libertines. He begins 
by announcing their coming, future as yet; calls them deniers 
of the Lord who would seduce many, but would not escape 
punishment (vv. 1-3); then he proves the certainty of their 
punishment by the examples of the fallen angels, those who 
perished in the flood, and the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah, 
not forgetting, however, in the last two cases to call to remem- 
brance Noah and Lot, just men both, and therefrom to draw 
the conclusion as to the righteousness of God (vv. 4—9). In 
vv. 10-22 follows the more minute description of the sensual 
character of the false teachers—The author commences the 
last part of this division by stating the design of this second 
epistle, and then goes on to mention the scoffers who would 
walk after their own lusts, and would deny the advent of the 
Lord (chap. iii. 1-4); this he follows up by a refutation of 
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the arguments on which the denial is based, foretelling the 
coming destruction of the world by fire, and representing the 
apparent delay of the judgment as an act of divine patience 
(vv. 5-10); and to this he subjoins the exhortation to an 
holy walk, in expectation of the new heaven and the new 
earth (vv. 11-13).—The epistle concludes with the mention 
of the Apostle Paul’s epistles, coupled with the warning 
against wresting the difficult passages contained in them. 
Finally, the author gives forth exhortations by way of caution, 
in which he makes apparent the design of the epistle; on this 
follows the doxology. 

The fundamental idea which runs through the whole epistle 
is that of the émiyywous Xpictod, which consists essentially 
in the acknowledgment of the dvvayis cal rapovcia of Christ. 
Advancement in this éwi/yvwous, as the ground and aim of the 
exercise of all Christian virtue, is the prominent feature of 
every exhortation. Hence the tiyia érayyéduata are desig- 
nated as that by which xowwvia with the divine nature is 
effected, and which must move the Christian to show all 
zeal in supplying the Christian virtues. The author is 
therefore at pains to prove the certain fulfilment of those 
promises, and to refute the sceptical doubts of the false 
teachers. 

As regards its structure, the epistle has encountered much 
adverse criticism from the opponents of its authenticity. 
Mayerhoff reproaches it, more especially, with a clumsy and 
illogical development; but it cannot fail to be observed that 
there is a clear and firm line of thought, by which all particu- 
lars are joined together and form a well-arranged whole (cf. 
Briickner, Hind. § 1 a; Hofmann, p. 121 ff.). The thoughts 
which form the commencement of the epistle prepare the way 
for the warnings against the false teachers, and have as their 
aim the concluding exhortations which point back to the 
heresy. The prominence given to the thought that ta mpos 
Lonv Kai evoéBevav are bestowed upon us (i. 3), and the 
exhortation to furnish the Christian virtues (i. 5-11), are all 
aimed at the false teachers, who would indulge in doedyelats, 
and by whom the 000s tis ddnOelas would be brought into 
disrepute (ii. 2); whilst the emphasis laid on the émayyea- 
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para (i. 4), as also the reference to the incidents of the trans- 
figuration as a proof of the Svvauis Kal mapovoia of Christ 
(i. 16-18), point to the prophetic announcement of the coming 
of the éumaixtas who would deny the advent of the Saviour 
(iii. 3 ff.), Still it is surprising that the whole of the second 
chapter may be omitted without the connection of thought 
being in any way injured thereby. For, inasmuch as the 
scofers are characterized as men who walk kata tas dias 
avtav értOvpias, the moral exhortations introduced in 1. 3, 4, 
and to which iii. 12 has retrospect, may be applicable to them 
also; and although ii. 1 is closely connected with i. 19-21 
by the words: éyévovto 5é Kal revdorrpopirar év TO a@, yet 
porno Ojvat TeV Tpoeipnuevov pnudtov tmTd THY ayiwv TTpo- 
gntev (iii. 2) can equally be joined with them. It may 
accordingly be conjectured that chap. 11. was afterwards added, 
either by the writer himself, or by some later hand; but 
again, opposed to such a supposition is the circumstance that 
chap. ii. in no way disturbs the unity of the whole. 

Besides several echoes of the Pauline Epistles and the First 
Epistle of Peter, this letter, as is well known, presents in the 
second chapter, and in one or two passages of the first and 
third, a striking resemblance to the Epistle of Jude, which 
cannot possibly be considered accidental. Rather must one 
of these epistles be regarded as the oricinal, of which the 
author of the other made use. In former times the prevalent 
view was that the Second Epistle of Peter was the original, 
thus Luther, Wolf, Semler, Storr, Pott, etc.; but afterwards 
the opposite opinion obtained most favour, thus already Herder, 
Hug, Eichhorn, Credner, Neander, Mayerhoff, de Wette, 
Guericke ; and in more recent times it has been supported by 
Reuss, Bleek, Arnaud, Wiesinger, Briickner, Weiss, and F. 
Philippi ;—that is to say, not only by opponents of the 
authenticity of the Second Epistle of Peter, but by defenders 
of it also (Wiesinger, Briickner, Weiss). A different judg- 
ment, however, is passed by Thiersch, Dietlein, Stier, Luthardt, 
Schott, Steinfass, Fronmiiller, Hofmann. Appeal is made 
chiefly to this circumstance, that at the time when the Epistle 
of Jude was composed the false teachers were already present, 
while in Second Peter their appearance is looked upon as 
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future, and is the subject of prophecy. But this, as Weiss 
has shown, is an argument only in appearance, and is in no 
way capable of proof. That the passages Jude 17 and 18 
have no reference to 2 Pet. ii. 1-3 and iii 2, 3, is plain 
from this, that had Jude seen in the appearance of the 
Libertines the fulfilment of the prediction contained in Second 
Peter, he would have styled them, not éuzraixrac «.7.X., but 
rather Wevdodisdoxarot. For in Second Peter it is not the 
Libertines described in chap. ii. that are called éurratkxras, but 
the deniers of the Parousia spoken of in chap. iii., whom Jude 
does not even mention. Nor is it easy to see why Jude, if 
in vv. 17 and 18 he really had in his mind the prophecy 
given by Peter, should not have directly said so, but should 
rather have spoken of the actual word of the actual Peter as 
Ta phyata Ta Tpoeipnuéva to TOY aGmocTOA@Y TOD KUpiov. 
In favour of the view that the Second Epistle of Peter is 
dependent on the Epistle of Jude, is the latter’s entirely 
individual manner of thought and diction, which bears the 
distinct impress of originality ;+ whilst in Second Peter, on 
the other hand, there is apparent the endeavour to tone down 
the expression by simplification, addition, or omission. Further, 
the circumstance that the more the expression in Peter’s second 
epistle coincides with that of Jude, the more does what is 
otherwise peculiar to the epistle tend to disappear” And 
finally, the absence of any tenable reason which might have 
induced Jude to collect together separate passages from a 
larger apostolic writing, in order to compose therefrom a new 
epistle, which, seeing that the former was already in existence, 
must have had the less significance that it omits from the 


1 Herder : ‘‘See what a thoroughly powerful epistle, like a fire-wheel running 
back into itself ; take now that of Peter, what introduction he makes, how he 
tones down, omits, confirms,” etc.—‘‘ Jude has always the most precise and the 
strongest expression.” Even Schott grants, in opposition to Dietlein, ‘that 
the Epistle of Jude bears the impress of much greater literary originality on the 
part of the writer than that of Second Peter ;”’ and that ‘‘it must be allowed to 
possess a by far greater intellectual originality and pithiness.” 

2 This Weiss brings very decidedly forward : ‘‘It plainly appears that wher- 
ever in the parallel passages it strikingly coincides with that of Jude, the ex- 
pression is to be found nowhere else in Second Peter ; but wherever it deviates 
from that of Jude, or becomes entirely independent, it is at once in surprising 
conformity with the form of expression in this or the First Epistle of Peter.” 
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delineation important particulars which are contained in 
Second Peter.’ 


In discussing the question as to which is the original epistle, 
two points must be remembered,—(1) “That in neither have 
we a slavish dependence or a mere copy, but that the corre- 
spondence of the one with the other is carried out with literary 
freedom and licence” (Weiss); and (2) The circumstance that 
this question is not identical with that as to the authenticity 
of the Second Epistle of Peter; Wiesinger, Weiss, Briickner, 
defend its authenticity, although they question its priority. 
—The reasons which Schott adduces for the priority of the 
Epistle of Jude are simple assertions, which a closer examina- 
tion by no means justifies, inasmuch as they are either plainly 
arbitrary, or presuppose artificial interpretations and pure in- 
ventions. Steinfass thinks, strangely enough, that to accept 
the originality of Jude’s Epistle is somewhat hazardous for that 
composition itself, and not only for Second Peter, inasmuch 
as, on the assumption, he takes the repeated reference to the 
Pseudo-Enoch to be an offence, many examples a redundancy, 
much conciseness constraint, and the whole arrangement pretty 
much confusion. Fronmiiller bases his argument for the 
priority of Second Peter specially on this, that it is incon- 
ceivable that Peter, the prince of the apostles, should have 
borrowed expressions, figures, and examples from one who was 
plainly less gifted than himself. Hofmann would completely 
settle the whole question by asserting that Peter composed his 
second epistle soon after his first, that is to say, before the 
destruction of Jerusalem, while Jude wrote after (ver. 5!) that 
event. But when, nevertheless, quite superfluously, he by 
way of proof goes into particulars, he on the one hand bases 
his arguments on many unjustifiable assertions, as, for example, 
that Peter exhorts to an holy walk, but Jude to the ageressive 
maintenance of the Christian faith, or that Jude was dealing 
only with some unworthy members of the church in the present, 
whilst Peter had in view teachers who were to arise in the 
future ; and, on the other hand, the proofs he adduces have also 
to be supported by erroneous interpretations and judements 
purely subjective.—If, now, following the course of thought in 
the Epistle of Jude, we consider the individual passages in 


}When Luthardt thinks to explain this by observing ‘‘that Jude could 
certainly assume that his readers were acquainted with Second Peter, in which 
enough had already been said as to the rapouziz,” he entirely overlooks the fact 
that the latter epistle treats equally at length of the false teachers, and that 
consequently Jude might have left his entire letter unwritten. 
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their relation to what is similar to them in Second Peter, these 
results are obtained :—In the opening of his epistle, Jude intro- 
duces his opponents without any bias as rite d&vdpwxo, without 
even hinting that they are those whose appearance Peter had 
before predicted. The first description of them by rjy rod @eod 
POD xapira weraridevres cis aoeryeray 1S peculiar to Jude. Itis in 
no way probable that the expression doéayeim is taken from the 
passage 2 Pet. i. 2. The following deorérqy dpvodmevor is found in 
Peter also, but to whom it originally belongs cannot be concluded 
from the nearer definitions connected therewith. The fact 
that the particular features by which Jude characterizes his 
opponents are to be found in 2 Pet. ii. 1-3, others being here 
added, however, and with a less original turn of expression, 
tends to show rather that the Epistle of Jude had exercised an 
influence on that of Peter than vice versa (Wiesinger). In the 
one epistle as in the other, the examples of divine judgment 
follow the first and special description of the adversaries. Yet 
these are not in both the same, and in Peter’s epistle, in the 
second and third cases, there is added to the mention of the 
punishment of the ungodly a reference to the deliverance of the 
just, more especially of Noah and Lot. The order in which the 
examples of judgment are brought forward is in Peter’s composi- 
tion chronological, and in so far eminently natural; still the 
selection of the first is striking, since in Gen. vi. 2 ff. there is 
no mention made of a punishment of the angels. Now, as 
there is nothing in the connection of thought here which 
could have determined Peter to bring forward this example, 
he must have been moved to do so by something external to 
it, that is, by the influence which the Epistle of Jude had 
upon him. The order of examples of judgment in Jude is of 
so singular a nature, that so far from showing even the faintest 
trace of a dependence on Peter, it is rather on the assump- 
tion of any such quite incomprehensible. How could it 
ever have occurred to Jude, supposing he drew from Second 
Peter, to place the case of the unbelieving Israelites first, and 
to omit that of the flood? Jude’s manner of presentation is 
based on a conception so entirely original, that it cannot 
possibly have been suggested to him by that in Second Peter. 
It is difficult to see what could have moved Jude to avoid the 
two-sided character of Peter’s examples, if it really lay before 
him—it was equally well suited to his purpose. Noticeable, 
also, is the latter’s prevailing tendency to generalization. The 
last two examples adduced by Jude have reference to a quite 
definite sin, the éxroprelew nul arépyeodur briow oupuds erépus ; 
Peter, on the other hand, deals only with the general distinction 
2 PETER. K 
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between godly and ungodly ; and whilst Jude characterizes the 
conduct of the angels as it lay to his hand in the tradition, or 
in the Book of Enoch itself, Peter contents himself with the 
more general éwuprycévrwy, and avoids all distinct reference to 
that tradition. But whence had he, then, the cepais Cégov 
z.7.., if he did not write under the influence of Jude’s epistle ? 
After the examples of judgment there follows, in both epistles, 
the description of the libertines, according to their sensual 
walk and their despising and defamation of the supernatural 
powers. Amidst much that is similar there are nevertheless 
many points of disagreement, so that, in general, it may be open 
to dispute in which epistle the more original expression pre- 
vails. This is, however, not the case as regards the difference 
between Jude 9 and 2 Pet. ii. 11, for instead of Jude’s concrete 
description according to apocryphal tradition, we have again in 
Peter, as in the mention of the angels formerly, an entirely 
general expression, which, however, must refer to something 
special. It has indeed been asserted (Schott, Hofmann) that 
Peter’s expression finds its explanation in Zech. iii. 1; but if 
the apostle had this verse in view, he would have made more 
distinct reference to it; nor, again, could any reason be assigned 
why Jude should have alluded, not to the fact recorded in that 
passage, but to one entirely apocryphal. This also speaks 
decidedly in favour of the priority of Jude’s epistle. Dietlein 
asserts with regard to Jude 10, as compared with 2 Pet. ii. 12, 
“that the higher degree of pure elaboration proves Jude to 
have been the reviser;” but this is unjustifiable, as even Stein- 
fass admits. Wiesinger and Briickner rightly say, that here 
also, in the whole mode of expression, the priority of Jude’s 
epistle is recognisable-—In Jude the woe follows, breaking in 
upon the text, and as the basis of it the comparison of the 
Libertines with Cain, Balaam, and Korah. To this is added 
a more minute description of them in a series of figurative 
expressions, coupled with Enoch’s prophecy of judgment. In 
the Epistle of Peter, subjoined to péapjoowra:, ver. 12, is the 
reference to the reward of the déia of the Libertines, and on 
this a description of the dé:a itself—the false teachers being 
then at the end classed along with Balaam. It is only after 
this that several figurative designations follow, which are based 
on their propagandist doings. The grouping is accordingly 
different in each of the epistles ; and otherwise, with much that 
is coincident in detail, there are many divergencies. The train 
of thought is in both epistles equally suited to the subject- 
matter, only it is somewhat strange that Jude, if he had the 
Epistle of Peter before him, should ever have thought of 
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interrupting the connection of ideas here existing between 
vv. 12 and 13 by a woe. This paragraph clearly shows that 
the dependence of the one author on the other is not to be 
looked upon as of such a nature that the later changed, and 
arranged with designed elaboration, the writings of the earlier, 
but only, that in the description of the same object the manner 
of presentation of the latter had wrought with manifold deter- 
mination upon that of the former. The divergencies which 
here occur are more easily explained on the assumption that 
the Epistle of Jude, and not that of Peter, was the earlier. 
Were it otherwise, it would certainly be difficult to understand 
how Jude left unnoticed not only the characteristic spdarmods 
exovres pucorods muorynAidoc, but also the repeatedly recurring 
dcAcaCovrec, and the references generally to the propagandist 
designs. With regard to this difference, that Jude speaks of 
Cain, Balaam, and Korah, whilst Peter mentions Balaam only, 
it is more natural to suppose that Peter, leaving the other two 
unnoticed, refers simply to Balaam because the latter appeared 
to him a particularly fitting type of the Libertines (on account 
of their rAcoveE/a, to which special prominence is given, and to 
which the jictod of Jude alludes; whilst, in the case of the 
others, there is no such distinctive trait), than to assume that 
Jude added the two other illustrations to that of Balaam which 
he had before him in the Epistle of Peter. The priority of 
Jude’s epistle may be recognised in this also, that the some- 
what striking expression cdot is, in the composition of Peter, 
supplemented by the explanatory: 65 juobiv dédinias aydarnser. 
Highly characteristic, too, is the relation of the two clauses 
Jude 12a and Peter ii. 130, especially in their corresponding 
expressions: omAddes in Jude, and ox?r xa! wHwor in Peter, and 
éy rais ayarus buoy there, and 4 rag dxérois airy here. In 
spite of the different expressions, the influence of the one on 
the other is unmistakeable ; and it is equally plain that it was 
not Jude who wrote under the influence of Peter, but Peter 
under that of Jude. For what could have induced Jude to 
substitute for the clear expression of Peter the uncommon 
oninédes,—Wwhich, besides, has a different meaning,—and to 
change the much more general idea drdérosc into the special 
conception dyéraus? Whatever may be thought of Weiss’ 
opinion, that Peter allowed himself to be guided simply by the 
sound of the words, we must certainly agree with him when he 
says that “Schott’s attempt to save the originality of Peter’s 
epistle rests on the entirely untenable assumption that the 
Petrine passage has reference to the love-feasts.”—His omission 
of the passage from Enoch, quoted by Jude, can be easily 
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enough explained, inasmuch as it was Peter’s predominating 
desire to allow what was apocryphal to recede, especially when 
by doing so no essential thought was omitted, and in chap. 
ii. 1, 2, distinct enough reference had been already made to the 
future judgment. But it is difficult to see what possible reason 
Jude could have had for inserting the passage from the Apocry- 
pha in addition to what he found in Peter. —In what follows, 
each epistle goes its own way, and there are to be found but few 
traces of any influence of either on the other. Those few are 
as follows:—(1) The xard& r&g émibuwins abrév ropevdmevor in Jude 
16, 17, and Pet. iii. 3, and the gurauimra: closely connected here- 
with. With regard to this last expression, it is more than 
improbable that Jude borrowed it from Peter’s epistle, it being 
there applied to the deniers of the Parousia, whom Jude does 
not even mention. Peter, on the other hand, might easily have 
adopted this designation from the Epistle of Jude, as very 
applicable to those who called the advent in question, the more 
so that he had already spoken of the Libertines as \Wevdodsdco- 
zaro Thus, too, is explained the addition from Jude’s epistle 
of xara ras... ropevduevor, Which otherwise, as appled by Peter 
to a special heresy, is somewhat surprising. (2) The term 
irépoyxa, Jude 16 and Pet. u.18; Jude employs it without any 
nearer definition, but Peter in relation to ércvdepiay érayyér- 
recdas. This, too, speaks for the priority of Jude’s composition ; 
for it is not conceivable that Jude, in adopting the expression, 
would have left unnoticed its nearer definition presented by 
Peter; whilst, on the other hand, the latter might easily have 
borrowed it from Jude’s epistle, as well suited to the end he 
had in view. — The result, then, of an unbiassed comparison 
can be no other than this, that the Second Epistle of Peter was 
composed under the influence of what Jude had written, and 
not vice versa. This has been proved by Briickner, Wiesinger, 
and Weiss in their investigations, which have, in part, been 
conducted with more attention to particular detail. 


SEC. 2—THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE. 


Eusebius (7. £. ii, 23, iii. 5) rightly includes this epistle 
among the antilegomena, its genuineness having been called in 
question by many. Origen already expressly says (Eusebius, 
HI, HE. vi, 23): Ilérpos . . . piav émiotornv oporoyoupévnv 
Katanérourev’ rtm 5é Kal Sevtépay, audiBarreras yap. In 
spite of this verdict, Origen—only, however, in the writings 
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which we possess in Latin translation—treats it as a genuine 
composition of the apostle, citing it several times ; see Homi. 
in Josuam vu., Homil. iv. in Levitic., Homil. viii. in Numer., and 
Comment. in Ep. ad Romanos, viii. 7. — If in his Comment. in 
Lv. Johannis he speak only of the First Epistle of Peter as 
catholic, saying, with reference to 1 Pet. iii. 18-20: cepl rijs 
év gudakh Topelas peta Tvevpatos Tapa TOS Ilérpw év 7H 
Kaboruxh émictoAH, it can at most be concluded from this, 
only that he refused to apply that name to the second epistle, 
perhaps because it had not found general acceptation, but not 
that he himself had any doubts as to its genuineness, — 
Origen’s contemporary, too, Firmilianus of Caesarea, seems to 
have known the epistle, and to have regarded it as genuine; 
for when, in his Epistle to Cyprian (Zpp. Cypr. ep. 75), he 
says that Peter and Paul have condemned the heretics in suis 
epistolis, this seems, as far as Peter is concerned, to be 
applicable to his second epistle only, as in the first there is 
no mention of any such persons. — It cannot be definitely 
asserted that Clemens Alexandrinus commented on this epistle 
in his Hypotyposes. According to Eusebius (ZZ. &. vi. 14): 
év O€ tais bmotuTm@cect EvvédovTa eiteiv, Tadons THS évola- 
Onxov ypadhs émitetunuevas tremointar Sinynoes' yn Sé Tas 
avrineyopévas TrapehOov: tiv “Iovda réyw Kal Tas owas 
émiatovds THY Te BapvaBa Kal tHv Ilétpov deyopévnv arro- 
Karu" Kal THY mpos “EBpaiovs 6é érictoNy «.7.r., Clement 
commented on the whole of the N. T. writings, the antile- 
gomena included, and therefore Second Peter, which Eusebius 
designates as an émictoAy avtirey. To this, however, the 
remark of Cassiodorus is opposed (de instit. div. script. c. 8): in 
epistolis canonicis Clemens Al. i. e. in ep. Petri prima, Joannis 
prima et secunda et Jacobi (or rather Judae) quaedam attico 
sermone declaravit, etc. — Cum de reliquis epistolis canonicis 
magna nos cogitatio fatigaret, subito nobis codex Didymi... 
concessus est, etc. But as Cassiodorus expressly says in the 
Praefatio: ferunt itaque scripturas divinas V. et N. Testamenti 
ab ipso principio usque ad finem graeco sermone declarasse 
Clementem Alex., it may be concluded from this that he did 
not possess a complete copy of the Hypotyposes, but one only 
in which several epistles of the N.T., and among these Second 
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Peter, were awanting. Whilst Briickner says that the remark 
of Cassiodorus is no certain refutation of the statement made 
by Eusebius, Weiss declares himself convinced that the 
epistle was not commented on by Clement. — Neither in the 
writings of Tertullian nor of Cyprian is there to be found any 
trace of an acquaintance with the epistle, though both of them 
know and quote First Peter.— The epistle does not stand 
in the older Peshito, nor is it mentioned in the Muratorian 
Canon. Previous to Clemens Al. it is sought for in vain in 
the apostolic and in the older church Fathers. As to 
whether in these writers certain echoes of the epistle are to 
be found which point to an acquaintance with it, Guericke, 
even, expresses himself very doubtfully : “ The allusions, in the 
case of some of the apostolic Fathers, are not quite certain ; 
but, on the other hand, Justin M., Irenaeus, and Theophilus, do 
really appear to have made unmistakeable reference to it.” 
Thiersch (p. 362, d. a. Schr.) denies still more decidedly a 
reference in the earlier church Fathers to this epistle. “The 
two thoughts only,” says Thiersch, “‘ that one day is with the 
Lord as a thousand years, and that ‘ the end of the world will 
come as a conflagration, had at a very early period obtained 
general diffusion throughout the church;” but he himself 
shows that these two ideas did not necessarily originate in 
this epistle. Most of the recent critics agree with Thiersch. 
Entirely opposed to this, however, is the judgment of Dietlein; 
he fancies he finds, not only in the three Fathers already men- 
tioned, but in Polycarp, Ignatius, Clemens Romanus, Barnabas, 
and Hermes, not in some few passages merely, but “ scattered 
in large numbers throughout the writings of each of them,” 
indisputable references to our epistle. In his endeavour to 
discover these, however, Dietlein has failed to observe that the 
writers of ecclesiastical antiquity all drew! from the same 


* Even with regard to Philo, Dietlein says: ‘‘The coincidence between Philo 
and the N. T. and primitive ecclesiastical writers is by no means always fortui- 
tous.—Both draw abundantly from the same storehouse of views and expressions, 
only the use they make of these is very different.”—This remark is very just ; 
but why does not Dietlein apply what he says as to Philo to the relation between 
the primitive Christian writers and those of the N. T.? Is it because the 
application is in no way different ? But, according to his own account, the 
material which the former drew directly from the latter was often applied in a 
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store of conceptions, expressions, and phrases, and that a corre- 
spondence must necessarily take place, without the dependence 
of any one upon another following therefrom. By far the 
most of the passages in those apostolic Fathers to which 
Dietlein appeals attest only a community of conception and 
expression, but not a dependence on Second Peter, the less so 
that the harmony consists almost only in accidental phrases 
and the like, and not in such ideas as are peculiarly charac- 
teristic of our epistle; nor has Dietlein been able to show a 
single sentence in which there is an exact verbal agreement. 


In the Epistle of Barnabas, the words, chap. xv.: 4 quwépa cep’ 
avr& (that is, zupiw) yidua zr, doubtless call up 2 Pet. iii. 8 ; but 
the thought to which they give expression is there entirely 
different from that here. Besides, it must be particularly 
observed—to this Thiersch calls attention—that the conception 
of the days of the Messiah as a Sabbath of a thousand years is 
found in the Mischnah, 7'’ractat. Sanhedrin 97b, in connection 
with Ps. xc. 4; as also that the authenticity of the Epistle of 
Barnabas is by no means so certain as Dietlein presupposes. — 
All the other passages in this epistle to which Dietlein appeals 
(especially in chap. i. and iL, in the salutation and the conclusion 
of the epistle) show points of similarity only, which by no means 
prove the existence of definite references." — So, too, with the 
passages from the Epistle of Clemens Romanus (chap. vii. init. 
comp. with 2 Pet. 1.12 and iii. 9; chap. viii. comp. with 2 Pet. 
iii, 9,16, 17; chap. ix. comp. with 2 Pet. i. 17, etc.; chap. xi. 
with 2 Pet. ii. 6, 7, etc.), and from that of Polycarp (chap. ii. 
comp. with 2 Pet. iii. 15,16; chap. vi. fin. and vii. init. with 
2 Pet. iii. 2, etc.).2 Had Polycarp really been acquainted with 


very diverse manner; and though the difference here be not so great as in the 
above case, it is only natural it should be so, if the different circumstances be 
considered. 

1 When Barnabas, in the introduction to his epistle, thus states the purpose of 
it: tye werd vis ricrews rireimy 2xenze nad chy yvoow, this so entirely corresponds 
with the contents of the epistle that he certainly cannot have made Second 
Peter his guide ; that he makes use of the verb owovda@w is all the less objec- 
tionable, that the word is a very common one. The enumeration of the virtues 
(chap. ii.) is entirely different from that which occurs in 2 Pet. i. 5-8, and the 
words: magnarum et honestarum Dei aequitatum abundantiam sciens esse in 
vobis, have a very feeble similarity to: +2 wiyswru nyiv nak cipia irayyiayara 
Ybpnras, 2 Pet. i. 4, especially as the connection of thought is of quite another 
kind. 

2 Dietlein finds specially in Clement a mass of references to Second Peter ; 


264. THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER. 


Second Peter, and had he wished to refer to it, it is impossible to 
understand why he does not quote even one sentence from it liter- 
ally, as he certainly does from First Peter. — Still less than that 
of the above-mentioned Fathers is the dependence of Ignatius on 
Second Peter capable of proof, even in a single passage. — As 
regards Justin Martyr, the earlier critics have traced back the 
expression in the Dialog. cum Tryph. c. 89 (p. 308, Morelli’s 
edition): owjxapev yep rd eipnuévoy, brs nuzpa xuplov we xiAum ern, sig 
rovro owdyen, to 2 Pet. iii. 8 as their original source; but the 
words here have the same meaning as in the Epistle of 
Barnabas, and, besides, differ still more markedly from those of 
Second Peter. — Indeed, Justin himself seems to hint that the 
words are not taken from an apostolic writing ; for he cites 
them as a saying not unknown to Trypho, whilst he expressly 
mentions the book of the N. T. from which a quotation imme- 
diately following is taken: xa/ rere (ae. “and then,” ze. “and 
further”) "Iwdéwng ... dy daonardbe . . . xpoepjrevoe—Subse- 
quently, indeed, Justin designates the false teachers as Wevdo- 
dsdcéoxaror (a word which occurs, no doubt, in the N. T. only in 
Second Peter), and that, similarly as in 2 Pet. ii. 1, in connec- 
tion with the false prophets among the Jews; but this need 
occasion no surprise, since in after times the name was not 
uncommon, and the application of it must have suggested itself 
at once to him in conversation with a Jew. — Nor in Hermas 
either is there any quotation properly so called from Second 
Peter. Still appeal has been made to various expressions (in Vis. 
ii. 7, iv. 3) which no doubt may be traced back to that Epistle; 
and yet more is this the case in Vis. vii. Whilst, however, 
Wiesinger admits the dependence on Second Peter, and 
Briickner is inclined to agree with him, Weiss remarks, that in 
the Greek text, now brought to light, the supposed references 
in Hermas lose every semblance of similarity. On the other 


but it is here precisely that the way in which he strains the most natural phrases 
and expressions becomes apparent. There is no foundation for the assertions, 
that the expression : ty tq aire icuey cxdupars (Which the words xa} 6 airis hiv 
ayay ixixures follow) had its origin, by association of ideas (!), in the ig” dcev . 
siul tv rolrw +O cxnvouars of Peter; that Clement was stimulated by Peter to 
write the remarks in chap. vii. and xi. ; that when he wished to account for the 
very special reverence in which Paul was held, he, in doing so, did not act with- 
out reference to 2 Pet. iii. 15! By what right are expressions such as iraxoz, 
Herdvor, dixasooivn, ramesvoPpocvyn, etc., stamped as peculiarly Petrine ?— Dietlein 
attaches special importance both to the fact that Polycarp mentions Paul, and to 
the manner in which he does so, as also to his controversy with the heretics, 
who denied the évéeraais, Yet here, too, it is presupposed that similarities are 
due entirely to direct reference ; and, moreover, no account whatever is taken of 
the relation in which Polycarp stood to Clement, 
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hand, Hofmann maintains that in Sim. vi. c. 2 ff. the peculiar 
connection of rpvp4 with drdrz, etc., as also the singular calcula- 
tion, for how long a time pain would follow one day of luxurious 
living, can only be explained by a reference to Second Peter ; 
and further, that the vision of the seven virtues (Sim. iii. c. 8) 
could have had 2 Pet. i. 5-7 as a pattern. Both of these asser- 
tions are very questionable-—In Theophilus (ad Autol.) it is two 
passages principally that recall our epistle; in the one it is said 
of the prophets (1. II. ¢. 11, ed. Wolfii, Hamb. 1724): of 8: rod 
Ozod dvdpwror rreywurodépor rveiuaros cyiov nal wpopyrcs yevojuevor der” 
aired rou Ocod eumvevodevres xal copsobevres eyévovro beodiduxror xei Oo10s 
zai dinasor; in the other (1. II. c. 1), with reference to the Logos: 
q Oidrakzic ro Osod soird eorw 6 AOyos aired Daivwy worep Ausvos ey 
vinzgwars owexouivy. The similarity of the former passage with 
2 Pet. i. 21, and of the latter with 2 Pet. i. 18, is indisputable ; 
but that the one had its origin in the other remains certainly 
doubtful, the points of difference being not less marked than 
those of agreement. The conception formed of the prophets is 
in both cases the same no doubt, but it was also the view gene- 
rally prevalent, and is found even in Philo; ef. the exposition 
of 2 Pet. i, 21; the manner of expression, too, is not a little 
different. As regards the other passages, it must be observed 
that there is agreement, neither in the figure employed (2 oizj- 
pars cuveyoutvy instead of év aiypnpy rézw), nor with respect to 
the object spoken of. — In Irenaeus the thought, that one day is 
with the Lord as a thousand years, is again found, and that in 
two passages (Adv. Haeres. v. 23 and 28), but in neither of them 
is it hinted that the words are taken from an apostolic writing. 
Tf it had not its origin in some collection of proverbs then in 
circulation, it is very probable that Irenaeus borrowed it from 
Justin, since he too uses the expression: juépu xupiov (not rape 
xvpiw). — Dietlein, indeed, thinks that instances of reference on 
Trenaeus’s part to Second Peter may be richly accumulated, the 
more the finding of them is made an olyect of study (!). But 
Irenaeus nowhere mentions the epistle, nor does he anywhere 
make a quotation from it,—a circumstance more surprising in his 
case than in that of Polycarp, if he really knew the epistle, and 
considered it to be an apostolic writing. Cf. Briickner, Hin. 
§ 4. 

The result of an unbiassed examination is, that in Ignatius 
there are to be found no references to Second Peter; in 
Clemens Rom., Barnabas, and Polycarp, none in any way 
probable; in Justin Martyr, Hermas, and Theophilus, none 
certain ; and further, that Irenaeus cannot be looked upon as 
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a guarantee for the existence and authority of the epistle in 
the church. If, then, the apostolic Fathers had already made 
use of this composition, more especially in the manner in 
which Dietlein holds that they did, it would be impossible to 
explain not only how the doubts, spoken of by Origen, arose, 
but also the circumstance that the epistle is mentioned neither 
by Tertullian nor by Cyprian. Dietlein’s assertion, that the 
older Fathers of the church, in making more frequent reference 
to the Pauline Epistles than to the Petrine, did, in doing so, 
but follow the hints which Peter himself gave in chap. ii. 
15, 16, explains nothing ; for, on the one hand, no such hint 
is contained in that passage; and, on the other, the first 
epistle must have shared the same fate as the second, which 
is not the case. —Thiersch, as already remarked, whilst 
admitting that it cannot be proved that any of the early 
church Fathers made reference to Second Peter, at the same 
time allows that none of the reasons which explain the sub- 
ordinate position held by the antilegomena as compared with 
the homologoumena, are applicable to this epistle. He is 
therefore driven to account for the fact that this epistle was 
not included among the subjects of regular anagnosis, by say- 
ing that this was due to the fear lest a too early disclosure— 
as made in his words of thunder (?)—of the evil, in its whole 
scope, would have had the effect of hastening on the outbreak 
of it, more especially at a time when all minds were being 
stirred to their very depths, as was the case when the canon 
of the homologoumena was fixed. But this reason is in itself 
very improbable, for there could certainly have been no better 
weapon against the advancing evil, than the word of an 
apostle, and especially of Peter. Thus, too, the reflection is 
cast upon Peter that he was here wanting in true apostolic 
wisdom, inasmuch as he composed an epistle which could 
have no other than a. disturbing influence. And what, then, 
is to be said of Jude, who made into a special epistle the 
sharpest passages, and those likely to exercise that influence 
most strongly ! 

The circumstance that the epistle is not mentioned by the 
earliest Fathers of the church remains all the more surprising, 
when it is considered how important the polemic it contains 
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against errors of the worst kind must have made it appear to 
them. Wiesinger thinks that the exception taken to it by 
Hieronymus on linguistic grounds (see below), as well as the 
dogmatic objections raised to it, would be less likely to 
recommend for use an epistle so special in its contents. But 
opposed to this is—(1) That if the churches to whom it is 
addressed did receive it from Peter, they would hardly have 
compared it in the matter of style with the first epistle ; 
(2) That it affords no ground for dogmatic objection ; (3) That 
the special character of its contents is precisely of such a 
nature as to promote its use, rather than to be an obstacle in 
the way of it. Weiss justly maintains that the question, how 
it can be explained that there are no certain traces of the 
epistle in the second century, is as yet unsolved, in that what 
has been urged in the way of solution by the defenders of the 
genuineness, is In a great measure arbitrary and insufficient. 

After the time of Eusebius, the epistle was generally treated 
as canonical; yet Gregory of Nazianzum already says (Carm. 
33, ver. 35): caOoriKav érictod@v TivEes pev Erta Hacw, ot dé 
Tpeis povas xphvar déyeoOar; and Hieronymus (s. de Script. 
eccl. ec. 1), who himself holds the genuineness of the epistle, 
remarks that its Petrine origin is denied by most, and withal 
propter styli cum priore dissonantiam. — Although it was not 
in the Peschito, Ephraem Syrus made no doubt as to its 
genuineness; meantime, and notwithstanding, doubt long 
maintained itself in the Syrian Church, as may be seen from 
the words of Cosmas Indicopleustes (Christ. topographia, lib. vi.) : 
Tapa Svpows Se eb pn ai Tpeis povar ai mpoyeypampévas ody 
evpicxovrat, IaxéBov kal Ilérpov cal “Imdvvov" ai addar 
yap ovTe KewWTaL Tap’ avTois. 

In the Middle Ages all doubts were silenced, but at the 
time of the Reformation they immediately revived. Erasmus 
already said that, juxta sensum humanum he did not believe 
that the epistle was the composition of Peter; and Calvin 
is of opinion that there are several probabiles conjecturae, 
from which it can be concluded that the epistle is the work 
rather of some one other than Peter.— The older Lutheran 
dogmatists are not inclined to insist positively on its genuine- 
ness, on the ground that the church does not possess the 
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power, quod possit ex falsis scriptis facere vera, ex veris 
falsa, ex dubiis et incertis facere certa, canonica et legitima 
(Chemnitz, Ex. Conc. Trid., ed. 1615, Francof, p. 87 ff). 
Although the later writers on dogmatics gradually obliterate, 
more and more, the distinction between homologoumena and 
antilegomena, and our epistle in ecclesiastical use is treated 
increasingly as a canonical writing, yet doubt did not wholly 
disappear. Indeed, since Semler it has grown to such an 
extent that Schwegler (d. nachapost. Zeitalt. Bd. 1, p. 491) 
feels warranted in saying: “ From Calvin, Grotius, Scaliger, 
and Salmasius, to Semler, Neander, Credner, and de Wette, 
the voices of all competent authorities have united in doubt- 
ing and rejecting it.” — This is, however, saying too much, for 
there has never been any want of competent authorities to 
defend its genuineness. Still, the general voice had certainly 
become always more unfavourable to the epistle, — till in 
recent times new defenders of its authenticity appeared.’ 
Many critics hold that genuine and spurious parts may be dis- 
tinguished in the epistle; thus Berthold in his Hinl. z. N. T. 
and C, Ullmann in his work, Der 2 Brief Petri kritisch wnter- 
sucht, Heidelb. 1821. The former regards the second chapter 
as spurious, the latter the third also. The first of these two 
views is refuted by the fact that not the second chapter alone, 
but likewise several passages of the third, bear a similarity to 
Jude’s epistle ; and against that of Ullmann are the circum- 
stances that the first chapter has by no means the character 
of a completed whole, while, as § 2 proves, there is a firm 
line of thought running through the epistle, and binding into 
a unity its several parts, from beginning to end. 

In discussing the question of the authenticity of our 


1 As defenders of its authenticity may be specially named: Nitzsche (Zp. 
Petri posterior auctori suo imprimis contra Grotium vindicata, Lips. 1785), C. 
C. Flatt (Genuina secundae ep. Petri origo denuo defenditur, Tub. 1806), J. C. 
W. Dahl (De authentia ep. Petri poster. et Judae, Rost. 1807), F. Windisch- 
mann (Vindiciae Petrinae, Ratisb. 1836), A. L. C. Heydenreich (Hin Wort zur 
Vertheidigung der Aechtheit des 2 Br. Petri, Herborn 1837), Guericke (who in 
his Beitrdge had expressed doubts as to the authenticity) ; besides these, Pott, 
Augusti, Hug, etc.; and in most recent times, Thiersch, Stier, Dietlein, Hof- 
ean Luthardt, Wiesinger, Schott, Weiss, Steinfass; Briickner is not quite 

ecided. 
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epistle, it will be necessary to consider its relation to First 
Peter. If this latter be held to be spurious, there is of course 
no need of any further investigation, for, appealing as the second 
does to the first,it must share its fate. But since First Peter 
must be regarded as genuine, a comparison of it with our 
epistle is of the highest importance. 

The doubts as to the authenticity of the second epistle, 
which result from a comparison of the two writings with 
each other, are founded not on a dissonantia styli only 
(Hieron.), but also on a diversity (although not a contradiction) 
in the mode of conception. No doubt those who call the 
authenticity in question have not unfrequently gone too far 
in the production of alleged differences, but that such do 
exist cannot be denied. Of these the following are the most 
important :—The prominent feature in both epistles is, indeed, 
the Parousia of Christ, but the manner in which it is spoken 
of is in each different; in the first epistle the prevailing 
conception is the éAzis; in the second, on the other hand, it 
is the émiyvwots,—the former expression not occurring in the 
second epistle, nor the latter in the first. In the first 
epistle the day of the second advent is looked upon as 
imminent; in the second, mention is indeed made of a sudden, 
but not of the near arrival of that day; rather is it expressly 
indicated as possible that it would not come till farther on in 
the future. In the first epistle the chief stress is laid on 
the glorification of believers which shall accompany the return 
of Christ; in the second epistle prominence is principally 
given to the catastrophe which shall overtake the whole 
creation in connection with the advent, that is, to the 
destruction of the old world by fire, to give place to the new 
heaven and the new earth. In addition to this, the advent 
is in the first epistle designated by the word droxaddu is, 
and in the second by zrapovaia. 


The existence of this difference cannot, as opposed to Hof- 
mann too, be called in question. Even if, as Wiesinger strongly 
urges, the passage ili. 14, 15 indicate that the Parousia will be 
the glorification of believers, still the form under which this is 
represented as taking place is different from that of the first 
epistle. When Schott asserts that “the second epistle in no 
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way, and least of all ‘expressly,’ alleges the possibility of a later 
realization of the Parousia,” the statement loses its justifica- 
tion in presence of ver. 8. Weiss’s objection, that by éx/yywors 
is not to be understood a “theoretical knowledge perfecting 
the Christian life,” is out of place here, for ériyywo and 
Zanis are certainly different ideas; and even if Weiss be correct 
in saying that the expectation of the near Parousia is not 
abandoned in the second epistle, the difference in question 
would not be removed. 


Whilst in the first epistle the saving truths of the death 
and resurrection of Christ form the basis of the éAmis and of 
the Christian’s moral life, in the second epistle these are 
nowhere mentioned. Nor in the latter epistle is there any 
trace to be found of the ideas peculiar to the former (cf. 
Introduction to the epistle); and, on the other hand, the 
conceptions characteristic of this epistle, as the view ex- 
pressed in chap. i. 19; further, the idea of the xowwvia with 
the divine nature secured by means of the érayyéApara, and 
the belief that the world was framed by God, and would 
perish again by fire, are nowhere hinted at in the first 
epistle. 


These remarks, too, maintain their full force against the 
objections taken to them; for the question here is, not as to 
how these differences (not contradictions) are to be explained, 
on the assumption of an identity of authorship, but as to the 
fact, which cannot be called in question, that they actually do 
exist. Is it beside the question for Schott, in reply to the 
remark that in the second epistle the death and resurrection of 
Christ are not mentioned, to adduce a mass of citations from it 
for the purpose of showing, what is no doubt true, that the 
person of Christ is very decidedly brought forward as the 
guarantee of a completed salvation, and the efficient origin of 
an holy walk; and all the more that, in proportion as the 
person of Christ is insisted upon, the stranger does it seem 
that an apostle like Peter should pass over those facts in 
silence ? 


As regards the style and mode of expression in both epistles, 
it should not be left unnoticed that Peter’s literary character, 
as seen in his first epistle, is not, like that of Paul or John, so 
sharply defined and original, that each of his productions reveals 
its authorship. And just as little must it be forgotten, that the 
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first epistle in many passages recalls the epistles of Paul, that 
the second is, to no inconsiderable extent, dependent on Jude, 
and that consequently the peculiar character of Peter’s style is 
difficult to determine, the more so that his writings are only of 
small extent.’ Still many linguistic differences are to be found, 
which even in Hieronymus’ time attracted attention, and which 
cannot be overlooked. It is not to be denied that the freshuess 
of expression of the first epistle, and its richness in com- 
binations of thought, are here wanting. Whilst in the first 
epistle one thought follows directly upon another in lively 
succession, the connection in the second epistle is not unfre- 
quently effected by means of conjunctions which point back 
to what precedes, or by a formal resumption of what had 
previously been said, cf. chap. i. 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, iii. 7, 
10, 12. And whilst, too, in the first epistle there is a 
richness and variety in the use of prepositions expressive of 
manifold relationships, a conspicuous uniformity in this 
respect prevails throughout the second epistle. Many 
peculiarities which are characteristic of the diction of the 
first epistle (cf. Introd. to first epistle, § 2), are foreign to 
the second. In the use also of several single expressions 


1 In opposition to what is said above, Schott maintains not only that the 
Epistle of Jude is dependent on Second Peter, but also that Second Peter con- 
tains echoes of the Pauline Epistles. He thinks that icscimos, i. 1, arose from 
Eph. ii. 19; droguyovres . . . Gbopus, i. 4, from Rom. viii. 20 ff.; and the 
passage i. 12 ff. from Rom. xv. 14, etc. The epistle, further, is supposed to 
show a special dependence on the Pastoral Epistles, i. 3-11 being only an 
adaptation of Tit. ii. 12-14, ete. Schott attaches particular importance to this, 
that leading and fundamental ideas in the epistle are employed in the same 
prominent manner only here and in the Pastoral Epistles, as <dotGem, eioeBrs, 
aocbns, cwrhp, caCey, wacivo With its family, triyyaois, BAacOnusiv, trayyirArouas 5 a 
dependence, too, on the Epistle to the Hebrews he considers hardly less evident. 
— All these assertions, however, are unwarranted. Asa matter of course, there 
are ideas expressed in Second Peter which correspond to those contained in 
other epistles ; but this arises from the oneness of the Christian faith, and is no 
proof of a special reference to any of those epistles. As regards the individual 
leading and fundamental ideas of the Pastoral Epistles and of Second Peter, 
adduced by Schott, aesGrs (éc¢Ge) is to be found equally in the Epistle to the 
Romans ; swr%p occurs in other N. T. writings ; o#¢« is not used in Second 
Peter, and as little is wiaiw; triyywors and BracOnysiv are terms which are to 
be found often enough in the N. T.; trayyéaaouas in 2 Pet. ii, 19 has not the 
meaning which it has in First Timothy ; the terms cieeBis, tvctGem alone are 
almost the only ones which are peculiar to these epistles, 
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there is an established difference: «vpsos, when used without 
more precise definition, is in the second epistle a designation 
of God, ef. chap. ii. 9 (11), iii. 8, 9, 10; in the first epistle, 
on the other hand, except in quotations from the O. T., it is 
used of Christ, cf. chap. ii. 3,13. In the first epistle the 
name Xpvorés, when not joined with “Incods, is frequently 
treated as a proper name, cf.i.11,19, i. 21, iii, 16, 18, 
iv. 1, 13, 14, v. 1; in the second epistle, on the other hand, 
Xpicros never occurs except in connection with “Inaoids. 
And these divergencies are all the more fitted to excite 
surprise, if, as Hofmann assumes, the second epistle was 
written very soon after the first. 


1. The objection raised against the last remark, that the 
combination of Xpiorés with “Ijco¥¢ occurs also in the first 
epistle (Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner), is without force, since 
this is not, and never could have been, denied. And it signifies 
equally little that, as Hofmann shows, in the second epistle 
(with the exception of i. 1) "Ijo. Xpicrés also is never to be 
found alone, but always in connection with 6 xdpis judy, etc. ; 
since it cannot be denied that Xpiorés is used by itself—often in 
the first, but never in the second epistle—Of still less conse- 
quence are the remarks of Hofmann as to the use of xdpsos. 
When Schott asserts that Xpiorés, with or without the article, 
wherever it stands in the first epistle, denotes the Mediator 
as such, but that in the second epistle there is nothing to lead 
to the mention of the Mediator, it must be remarked, in reply, 
that in the second epistle Christ is designated as the Mediator 
distinctly enough by the name cwrzp. 

2. Besides the differences here mentioned, Mayerhoff brings 
forward many others. In doing so, however, he has gone much 
too far. Thus he lays stress on the fact that in the first 
epistle the exhortations are commenced concisely with the 
imperative ; in the second, on the other hand, with a circum- 
locutory expression, ¢g. i. 12, 13, 15, 11.1, 2,8. But in the 
first epistle the latter manner of beginning could not occur, 
inasmuch as the apostle does not there remind his readers of 
what they had formerly heard from him, as he does in the 
second epistle; nor, in the second epistle, is the imperative 
without circumlocution by any means wanting. Further, 
Mayerhoff speaks of it as peculiar to the second epistle, that 
év is inserted with a substantive, as in chap. i. 4; yet the same 
takes place in the first epistle. Of many of the phenomena 
which are supposed to be peculiar to the first epistle, Mayer- 


INTRODUCTION, 273 


hoff himself admits that they are to be found also in the 
second, only less frequently. To the assertion, that in the two 
epistles the conception of the Christian religion is not the 
same, it must be replied that the various expressions denote 
the different sides of the Christian life. As against Mayerhoff, 
cf. the discussions of Schott, Briickner, Weiss. 


No doubt their diversity in thought may be traced to a 
difference in the tendency of the two epistles, nor is the diction 
either of the second by any means unjustifiable ;* yet it does 
appear strange that, if Peter wrote this letter from the situa- 
tion on which the second epistle is based, he should have 
done so in such a manner that it would present so many 
diversities in character from that of the first epistle. Never- 
theless, there are between the two writings many points of 
coincidence which cannot be overlooked. In both attention 
is directed chiefly to the Parousia of Christ, and to prepara- 
tion for it by an holy walk. In both the readers are ex- 
pressly shown that to be Christians, as they were, is to be in 
the right and true state of salvation, and they are exhorted at 
once to give proof of it by an holy behaviour, and to confirm 
themselves in it. Both epistles, further, have this in common, 
that they are strongly dependent on the O. T. (on this see 
Schott and Weiss). In the mode of expression, also, there 
are to be found many points of coincidence. Thus it may be 
noted that in i. 4 the ideas xadeiy and dpetH are connected 
together in a manner which, though not identical with 1 Pet. 
ii. 9,is yet similar to it; that as in 1 Pet. 1.19 the adjectives 
apopwos and demos stand together, so in 2 Pet. iii, 14 
domiros and duopnros are conjoined, with which also the 
expression ii. 13: omtAov cal popot, corresponds; that the 
word amroecus is to be found only in these two epistles. It 
is also worthy of remark that the introductions and the con- 
clusions in both the epistles show an unmistakeable likeness. 
The commencement points, in the case of each, to the future 
kingdom of God; 1 Pet. i. 4: eds xAnpovopiav; 2 Pet. i. 11: 


1It is only these two points, here distinctly expressed, which Hofmaun 
brings forward in order to remove all objections, arising from the different 
characters of the two epistles, to the view that both are the productions of the 
same author. 
2 PETER. S 
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els tiv aidviov Bacirelav "Ino. Xpiorod; and as at the close 
of First Peter the purpose of the letter is stated by the mapa- 
Kadav «.T.Xr., V. 12, so in Second Peter the design of the 
composition is given by: duddocecbe . . . avfavere, where 
the gurdccecbe . . . Wa pr éxméonte Tod iSiov oTnpuypLod 
corresponds in a particular manner with the ornpi£as and the 
ériaptupar, TavTny elvar aGdnOh xapw Tod Oeod, eis jv Eor7- 
cate, in First Peter. 


Like the opponents of the authenticity in bringing forward 
differences, its defenders have not unfrequently overstepped 
all bounds in the production of supposed points of coincidence. 
Of this Schott has been especially guilty. He goes so far as to 
say that even 2 Pet. i. 1 “is an armoury from which all doubts 
concerning the Petrine origin of the second epistle are repelled,” 
and everywhere, wherever in thought or conception any resem- 
blance between the two epistles is to be seen, he seeks to show 
that the second makes reference to the first, without in any way 
distinguishing what in conception is Christian and common 
from what is characteristic and peculiar; and Briickner has 
accordingly justly protested against many of the arguments 
advanced by Schott. But even Weiss often goes too far, as 
when, with reference to the doctrine of redemption, he maintains 
that the ideas of calling and of election in 2 Peter (i. 10) 
seem to be synonymous as in 1 Peter, whilst the fact is that no 
such combination occurs in the latter epistle; when he com- 
pares the xovavia besag picews (2 Pet. i. 4) with the thought that 
the calling is the motive to become like unto him who calls, 
after 1 Pet.1.15; when he thinks that the ds/a divayis of Christ, 
which gives all that is necessary for the new life, corresponds 
with the divine déivauis which preserves unto salvation (1 Pet. 
i. 5); further, when he lays stress on the fact that in both 
epistles the d:xasootvn constitutes the central point of Christian 
moral life, whilst elsewhere also in the New Testament the 
essence of such life is often enough expressed by dixcsoobvn ; When 
he considers that the falling a prey to gdopé (2 Pet. i. 4, ii. 12, 19) 
recalls the antithesis between géaprév and dedaprov in the first 
epistle; when he states that in the second epistle (i. 7) the 
grAaderpia forms the climax of the Christian virtues in harmony 
with 1 Pet. i. 22, since there it is not giArudcAgia, but d&ydan 
which is spoken of as the climax, and giAaderg/a is also made 
prominent elsewhere inthe N.T. With regard to the doctrinal 
phraseology, Weiss, in the first instance, adduces a number of 
points of divergence, and then lays stress on the fact that many 
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and, in part, striking points of agreement are to be found. But 
here again Weiss goes too far: the most of the substantives, 
adjectives, and verbs which he brings forward as significant of 
the agreement of the two epistles, being i in current use in N. T. 
language. As regards substantives, with the exception of &psr4, 
the term yvaiors (1 Pet. iii. 7 and 2 Pet. i 5) only can be adduced 
as of importance, for THleh and 6é§% occur elsewhere together; 

in like manner réxva, in a metaphorical sense, is to be found 
elsewhere; it is plainly incorrect to say that divepss in 2 Pet. 
ii. 11 is used of angels as in 1 Pet. ii. 22; in the latter passage 
it denotes the angels themselves, but not so in the former. 
How the adjectives adduced by Weiss should ever have a 
special significance it is not easy to see, used as they often 
enough are elsewhere. The same is the case with most of 
the verbs; dvaorpépecdaus év and aiEdvew év at most can be brought 
forward as of importance in this connection. And in referring 
to kindred expressions, Weiss again goes too far. The following 
at most are to be noted here as worthy of attention: joérjwos in 
the second, and zoAdriuos in the first ; déeowos there, ddéusros here ; 
the already mentioned dominog xa! duwnros in the first, and 
doxihos xa) &%ywuog in the second, but hardly dxararadtorous &uup- 
riag and rérauras &uaprins. 


In spite of all points of accord, real and asserted, the ver- 
dict of Weiss comes only to this, that if these be taken into 
account there will be an inclination to see in the divergencies 
no hindrance to an identity of authorship; that the points of 
agreement are more than those of divergence; and that the 
old complaint as to the complete difference of style, was 
founded on very great exaggeration. Similar, though more 
moderate, is the judgment of Briickner. Schott, however, ex- 
pressly admits that the outward form of the second epistle as a 
whole shows, at first sight even, quite other features from those 
of the first epistle. The question as to how the undeniable 
difference in thought and expression is to be explained, has 
been variously answered. On the assumption of the authen- 
ticity of the epistle, it will not do to explain the difficulty by 
supposing that Peter wrote “in advanced old age, and when 
at the very gate of death” (Guericke), for the period between 
the composition of the first and the second epistles can have 
been, comparatively speaking, only a brief one, at most four 
years—a time certainly too short to account for the difference. 


276 THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER. 


Hieronymus tries to make the dissimilarity of style intelligible 
by assuming that Peter made use of different interpreters for 
each of his epistles. But this hypothesis of the use of inter- 
preters is without any valid reason, and, besides, is inadequate 
to the end it is meant to serve. It is certainly more correct 
to find the ground of the diversity in the different tendencies 
of the two epistles. The purpose of the first is to lay down 
to the readers their true course of conduct in the midst of the 
persecutions they had to suffer; that of the second, on the 
other hand, is to protect them against the heresies of the 
Libertines which threatened them.’ These different tendencies 
must naturally lend to each of the epistles its own peculiar 
character. Yet even Schott admits that this alone is insuffi- 
cient for the solution of the problem. Schott thinks it can 
be solved only in this way: that Peter in his first epistle, 
“for the sake of his readers—to whom he was unknown—and 
in his own interest, of set purpose kept his individuality 
assiduously in the background, and sought with the utmost 
possible fidelity all through the epistle to write in a manner to 
which the Gentile-Christians and the Pauline churches were 
accustomed. For this reason he elaborated his first epistle 
with special care, even as to form; but after he had entered into 
near personal relations with his readers, he had not the same 
occasion as in the first epistle to keep his own individuality 
out of sight.” This manner of answering the question under 
discussion, which Weiss justly calls “ hyperartificial,” needs 
certainly no refutation. As, then, the difficulty is not to be 
removed either by separating, with Weiss, the two epistles by 
an interval of more than ten years,—for the assumption, that 
the first epistle was written before the letters of the Apostle 
Paul to the churches of Asia Minor, is an untenable hypo- 
thesis,—it must be admitted, with Briickner and Weiss, on the 


1 Hofmann thinks that the different tendencies of the two epistles are errone- 
ously stated here. He holds that the first epistle contains ‘‘ nothing as to what 
are usually termed persecutions of Christians,” and that in the second epistle 
there is ‘‘no warning against teachers of false doctrine, to whom the readers 
were exposed, or who already had appeared in their midst.” Both assertions 
are false. To what is said above must be added only, that the two epistles, 
relating as they do to different circumstances, point to the exhortation to lead 
‘an holy and godly life,” 
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supposition of the authenticity, that there is presented here a 
problem which has not yet been satisfactorily solved. And 
the difficulty is increased if it be considered that in the two 
epistles quite different conditions of the churches are presup- 
posed ; for whilst in the first there is no trace of any dread of 
heretical trouble, there is wanting in the second all reference to 
persecutions to which the readers were exposed,—a circumstance 
which is not to be passed over so lightly as Hofmann does. 


The shorter the time between the composition of the two 
epistles, the more surprising is this phenomenon ; the longer, the 
easier is it of explanation. For Weiss, who assumes an interval 
of over ten years, there is here hardly any difficulty, more espe- 
cially as he thinks that Peter, after the composition of the first 
epistle, was personally present in the churches, and in that case 
did not need to mention the persecutions which had induced him 
to compose his first letter. Briickner reserves for himself a way 
of escape from the difficulty caused by this and other surprising 
phenomena, by holding that as to the close of Peter’s life the 
received tradition may be wrong. Schott, on the other hand, 
attaches no importance to these divergencies, although in his 
opinion the first epistle was written in the year 65, and the 
second in the year 66. For he assumes, on the one hand, that 
when Peter wrote his second epistle the persecutions were past ; 
and, on the other, that even in the first there are references to 
errors already present, which Peter, “from his tender and fine 
feeling of the delicate relation in which he stood to a Pauline 
church as yet in reality unknown to him,” did not wish ex- 
pressly to censure. Both assumptions are erroneous; for the 
persecutions which were the occasion of the first epistle are 
there clearly characterized as persecutions which, after they 
had arisen, continued (see Introd. to Ep. 1); and as regards the 
heresies supposed to have been in existence when the first 
epistle was composed, Weiss justly remarks: “There is nothing 
to be discovered in it either of the connection with the heresy 
combate in the second epistle, which Briickner artificially 
brings out, nor of its clearly marked features, which Schott pro- 
fesses to have found.” It is not in any way to be inferred from 
the First Epistle of Peter, as Schott asserts, “that it shows a 
greater spread and inward intensity of the evil combated in the 
Epistle to Timothy,” or that 1 Pet. iv. 2—4 attests that “a com- 
paratively large section of the readers was prepared, by a liberal 
concession to immorality in social life, to gain undisturbed 
security for themselves as professing Christians;” or that in 
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iii. 18 ff, iv. 5, 6, 17, 18, it is hinted “that the spiritualistic 
explaining away of the resurrection of the flesh led the 
readers to deny also a final judicial decision connected with the 
return of Christ in the body.” Schott, in what he here says, is 
moving, not on the ground of true exegesis, but in the region 
of the most arbitrary fiction. 


The less success has attended all efforts to overcome the 
difficulties which, on the assumption of the authenticity, lie 
in the relation of the two epistles to each other, the more 
justifiable does doubt as to the authenticity appear. It has, 
no doubt, been asserted that a Falsarius would have followed 
the first epistle so closely as to have avoided these differences ; 
but it is equally conceivable that a pseudonymous author 
could have written under the influence of Peter’s epistle 
indeed, yet still in his own peculiar style, and without being 
anxiously careful lest the origin of his composition should 
thus be betrayed. On this assumption the existence both of 
similarity and divergence is explained. Several considerations 
have been urged against the authenticity of the epistle :— 

1. The intention of the author to make himself known as 
the Apostle Peter. To this it may be replied that, looked at 
from the situation in which the epistle was written, and which 
it presupposes (i. 13, 14), this so-called intention is neither 
unnatural, nor need it excite surprise. If Peter, conscious of 
his approaching death, felt himself impelled to write a last 
word to the churches with which he had before this become 
connected, reminding them of his former preaching, and warning 
them against doubts as to the second coming of Christ, it was 
certainly not out of place for him to mention himself, his 
relation to the churches, and more especially that event in his 
own life by which the glory of Christ was revealed to him in a 
manner so special. 2. The remark the author makes on the 
epistles of Paul and the other Scriptures. In itself, the fact is 
not strange that the epistle bears testimony to an acquaintance 
with the epistles of Paul, for that some of the latter were 
known to Peter is evident from the first epistle; nor do the 
words (chap. iii. 16) imply that the author possessed a formally 
completed collection of them. But the expression: os «al 
Tas Rowrds ypadds, is certainly striking. For although it is 
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arbitrary to understand by it the whole of the other books of 
the New Testament, yet the expression must have reference to 
writings which were already in general use in the churches. 
It is at least open to question whether this could have been 
said, in Peter's time, of writings of the New Testament. 
Several interpreters (Luthardt, Wiesinger) understand by the 
term the oldest writings; on this point see the exposition. 
3. The use made of the Epistle of Jude. It is certainly going 
too far to brand this as a plagiarism (Reuss) ; nor can it be said 
that to make use of another’s work was in itself unworthy of 
an apostle. Still it is surprising that an apostle should have 
incorporated in his epistle, as to the substance of it, a non- 
apostolic letter." De Wette’s accusations are, however, unjust : 
that in Second Peter the simple expression of Jude is partly 
changed by rhetorical and artificial circumlocution, partly dis- 
figured and singularly superseded, and that a vacillating line 
of thought takes the place of one firm and definite. The 
circumlocutions and additions of Second Peter do not bear on 
them the character of artificialness. If alterations in the 
latter composition are to be found (cf. Jude 12 with 2 Pet. 
ii. 13; Jude 12, 13, with 2 Pet. ii, 17), these cannot be said 
to be distortions (or, according to Schwegler, confusion and 
misunderstanding); and if the original course of ideas be not 
firmly maintained owing to the introduction of new relations (cf. 
2 Pet. ii. 5, 7-9), and a transposition be resorted to (cf 2 Pet. 
ii. 13-17, comp. with Jude 11-13), yet the firmness of the 
line of thought does not in any way suffer thereby. Incorrect, 
too, is de Wette’s assertion, that “the heretics combated in 
Second Peter are mere nonentities, and a spurious copy of the 
seducers in Jude;” as also that of Schwegler, that they are 
characterized not after life, not from direct knowledge of them, 
but according to the vague representation of tradition. Not, 
however, without weight is the circumstance on which de 
Wette lays stress, that the false teachers are represented at 

1 Weiss takes a too low estimate of the use made of Jude’s epistle when he 
says: ‘‘Second Peter intentionally seeks support in the highly realistic and 
vivid description given by Jude of his opponents ; and that even apart from this 
intentional connection, an expression may involuntarily here and there have 
presented itself to the author’s pen from an epistle so important, and which he 
had probably just read.” 
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one time as about to appear in the future, at another as 
already present. Wiesinger rejects the view, that while in 
ii. 1-3 the future seducers are meant, ver. 10 ff. has reference 
to those already present, and assumes that the future écovras 
applies only to the relation of these seducers ¢o the readers, 
and their work among them. Weiss combats this assumption, 
and in opposition to it defends that rejected by Wiesinger. 
If it be conceivable that the Libertines already present are 
“the beginning of the end,” and therefore not yet the yevdo- 
diddoKaror, ver. 1, still it must not fail to be observed that 
in the epistle itself no single word definitely points to any 
such distinction. Even less satisfactory is it to say, with 
Dietlein, that the first germs of opposition were already in 
existence; or, with Luthardt and Schott, to hold that if the 
author speaks of the false teachers as already present, he does 
so only in appearance, arising from the circumstance that he 
passes from the prediction to the description of them. It 
may perhaps be most correct to assume that the author, in 
the first instance, quotes the prophetic word in and for itself 
simply; and that he afterwards, in the description of the 
Libertines already in existence, hints that the predictions had 
begun to be fulfilled. LBriickner seems to hold a similar 
opinion; only he unites this view with that of Wiesinger, and 
thus deprives it of its necessary clearness. — If the authen- 
ticity be rejected, the difficulty seems to disappear. It would 
then lie to hand to explain the vacillation by saying, that the 
author thought to combat the heresies of his time, with better 
result, by representing them as already predicted by Peter, 
and by allowing himself, in the description of them, to be 
guided by a composition in which they were treated as actually 
in existence. But it can hardly be conceived that the author 
should fail to perceive how incongruous his conduct was. — 
Worthy of remark, further, is the endeavour of the author to 
obliterate all apocryphal traces to he found in Jude The 


1 Schwegler sees in this also a proof that the epistle was not written until the 
end of the second century, inasmuch as the dislike to quote apocryphal writings 
was still foreign even to an Irenaeus, a Clement, or an Origen. If importance 
must be attached to this, the epistle plainly cannot have been written till after 
the time of Origen, which is impossible. 
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total omission of these would have argued nothing against 
the Petrine authorship; but it is only the words. of Enoch 
(Jude 14, 15) that are left out. The passage relating to the 
angels: rods pa) TypycavTas ... olknTtHpLov, is—inasmuch as 
the case of the angels must not be omitted—changed into the 
more general: ayyéXov duaptnoaytev, whilst the punishment 
that befell them is given in almost the same words. The 
reference to the apocryphal narrative of the contest between 
the archangel Michael and the devil is likewise not wholly 
destroyed, but only effaced—a more general term being em- 
ployed, which, however, causes the thought itself to lose its 
clearness and precision." 

4. The heretical denial of the second advent of Christ, 
and of the final judgment of the world connected therewith. 
Although, already in Paul’s lifetime, many errors in the 
teaching as to the last things—as, for example, the denial of 
the resurrection—had begun to grow up, there is nothing in 
the other writings of the New Testament to show that the 
Parousia of Christ was called in question ; yet the denial of it 
is so naturally connected with that of the resurrection, that it 
could quite easily have found expression even while Peter was 
yet alive. On the other hand, it cannot be questioned that the 
reasons assigned by the false teachers (2 Pet. 11. 4) are such as 
seem to belong rather to a time later than that of the Apostle 
Peter, although the words by no means imply that the Parousia 
had for many generations already been looked for in vain 
(Schwegler). And, further, there are the facts that the so-called 
Second Epistle of Clemens Rom. combats the same heresy,— 
although in an advanced state of development,—and that one 
similar, at least, is mentioned in the Epistle of Polycarp. 

5. The view expressed in this epistle as to the origin and 
the destruction of the world. The opinion of Mayerhoff and 
Neander, that this view “is in harmony neither with the 


1 Wiesinger and Briickner think that Enoch’s prediction of judgment was 
omitted only because there was no appropriate place for it in the connection of 
thought in this epistle, and that the change in the two verses, 4 and 11, does 
not show a desire to efface what is apocryphal ; that Peter only generalized the 
special fact mentioned by Jude, ver. 9, presupposing at the same time an acquaint- 
ance on the part of his readers with the apocryphal incident referred to. But 
does not such a presupposition contain what must appear unsuited to an apostle ? 
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practical, simple mind of Peter, nor with the N. T. develop- 
ment of doctrine,” reaches certainly too far; it can only be 
said that it does not find expression elsewhere in the New 
Testament. Yet the conception that the world arose into 
being out of the water by the word of God, points back to the 
history of creation in Genesis; and that of its destruction by 
fire, though not indeed expressed, has nevertheless the way 
prepared for it in passages of the O. T., such as Isa. xvi. 15, 
Dan. vii. 9 sq. (cf. 1 Cor. iii. 13; 2 Thess. i. 8), so that a 
more precise development of it by Peter is not inconceivable. 
In opposition to the appeal to the passage in the Clementine 
Homilies, xi. 24: Noyerdwevos Ott Ta TavTa Td Vdwp Trovet 
«.7.n., Briickner remarks that it must not be overlooked that 
in Clement it is water, and in Peter God’s word, to which 
precedence is given. 


When Credner thinks to prove the spuriousness of the 
epistle by saying, that an apostle would never have made 
reference to one of the mythical additions in the gospels like the 
narrative of Christ’s transfiguration; and Reuss, by asserting 
that “the apparent aim of the epistle is to defend the teaching 
as to the last things, according to the Judaco-Christian concep- 
tion of it, and that as much against unbelief as against a 
spiritualizing interpretation,” their views must be simply 
rejected. Not less unjustifiable is it, however, for Bleek to 
base his verdict of rejection on the circumstance that in i. 18 
the mount of transfiguration is called +d dos rd déysov, Inasmuch 
as the place is not even mentioned in the gospels, or more 
nearly described. 


If the numerous difficulties and doubts above mentioned do 
not render the authenticity of the epistle absolutely impos- 
sible, many of them are yet of such a nature that the spurious- 
ness of the epistle appears to be hardly less probable than its 
genuineness, especially as the only positive evidence for the 
latter is the statement of the author himself, that he is the 
Apostle Peter. On the other hand, many reasons seem to 
speak against its pseudonymity. Guericke insists that the 
passages characteristic of the epistle are, “living, spiritual, 
and truly apostolic ;” but, apart from the circumstance that, 
eg., the want of any reference to the essential facts of salva- 
tion does seem strange in the case of the Apostle Peter, this 
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in no way excludes the possibility of a non-apostolic origin. 
He further says that it is not apparent what purpose a 
Falsarius could have had in writing; but this is refuted by the 
epistle itself, which clearly enough states its design. Further, 
it has been remarked that the epistle, if it be written under 
a false name, is a palpable fraud, and to this its own moral 
character is opposed. But, in reply to this, the fact may be 
brought forward that men of earnest moral character have often 
thought more effectually to combat heresy by assuming a 
pseudonym. Thiersch asserts that it was in the period which 
followed the labours of Paul and preceded those of John that 
that Libertinism made its appearance in the Pauline churches ; 
but from this it does not follow that the heresy did not 
maintain itself for a considerable time, so that after Jude had 
already combated it in his epistle, a later attack on it would 
have been no longer timely. 

Weiss, too, has attempted to prove the hypothesis of a 
pseudonym untenable. He urges, in the first instance, that it 
is afflicted with an evil contradiction. For the author appears 
to play his role at one time cleverly, at another very awkwardly, 
inasmuch as, with all his endeavours to make himself pass for 
the apostle, he sometimes forgets his part, and thus betrays 
his pseudonymity ; and, whilst the connection with Jude is 
made in full harmony with his design, it is carried out in 
direct opposition to it. Weiss in his remarks has omitted to 
observe that, like many of the opponents of the authenticity 
too, he attributes to the author various intentions, which the 
words of the epistle in no way entitle him to do. Again, 
Weiss seeks to show that, on the assumption of a pseudony- 
mous author, there is no uniform purpose discoverable in the 
epistle. But as far as its purpose is concerned, it is irrelevant 
whether the epistle was composed by the apostle or not. If 


1 The author is supposed to have forgotten his part, from this circumstance, 
that whilst in the beginning of it he does not name a special class of readers, 
in order thus to hide the interpolation of his epistle, he indirectly mentions them 
in iii. 1. But there is no proof that the author intentionally, and for prudential 
reasons, omitted to name the class of readers whom he addressed. The same 
holds good with regard to the assertion that he intentionally chose the pro- 
phetic form, ii. 1ff. and iii. 3, in order that this epistle might contain the 
prophecy to which Jude in ver. 17 refers, 
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the three passages in the epistle—the polemic against the 
Libertines described according to the Epistle of Jude, that 
against the deniers of the Parousia, and the recommendation 
of Paul’s writings—form a united whole, it is not clear how 
they should do so less if they had an author other than Peter. 
Finally, Weiss seeks to show that no suitable time can be 
adduced for the composition of the epistle if it be pseudony- 
mous. But this difficulty is not less than that which arises 
in specifying the time in the life of Peter when he wrote 
the epistle; and if it be difficult to show how a pseudonymous 
composition could have found acceptation in the church, it is 
not less hard to explain how a genuine composition of the 
Apostle Peter could have remained for so long a time unused 
in the service of the church. If, then, the grounds for and 
against the authenticity are thus evenly balanced, there is 
here presented a problem which is not yet solved, and which 
perhaps cannot be solved, so that the guardedness with which 
Briickner, Wiesinger also, and even Weiss, with all his 
inclination to regard the epistle as genuine, express them- 
selves on the question, deserves only acknowledgment. 

If the epistle be not genuine, the question arises by whom, 
when, and where it was written. — Mayerhoff seeks to show 
that it was composed by a Jewish-Christian in Alexandria in the 
middle of the second century. That the author was a Jewish 
and not a Gentile-Christian the whole character of the epistle 
shows; but that he lived in Alexandria, cannot be concluded 
from the reasons brought forward by Mayerhoff.' The date, 
too, to which he assigns the composition of the epistle is cer- 
tainly too late, inasmuch as the description of the heretics 
contains no reference to Gnostic views properly so called. It 

1 These reasons are—(1) The standpoint of yes, and the speculation as to 
how the world originated and how it will be destroyed. But the yéeis spoken 
of in our epistle is entirely different from the yes of Alexandrine-Jewish 
speculation ; and that the view here expressed as to the beginning—unjustly 
called a speculation—of the world, had its origin precisely in Egypt, is not 
proved. (2) The use made of the Epistle of Jude ; but that the latter was com- 
posed in Alexandria is at least very doubtful. (8) The coincidence between this 
epistle and the so-called Second Epistle of Clement of Rome, in opposing the 
same heretical tendency ; but, as there is no proof that the quotation occurring 


in this epistle was taken from the sbayytawy xar’ Aiyyrrious, it is also doubtful 
whether this fragment had its origin in Egypt. 
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would be more appropriate to look upon it as a production of 
the first century. — Schwegler considers Rome to have been 
the place, and the end of the second century, at the earliest, 
the time of the epistle’s composition. In Rome, he thinks, 
endeavours were made, by carrying out a Petrinism and a 
Paulinism, to realize the idea of the catholic church. In 
Rome, therefore, it was that—lke so many other writings 
which have reference to these two schools—this epistle was 
composed. Its object—an entirely conciliatory one— is this, 
as is evident from chap. iil. 15, 16,and i. 14, 16 ff, “ to bring 
about from the standpoint of Petrinism a final and permanent 
peace between the opposing views of the followers of Peter 
and those of Paul.” In confirmation of this, Schwegler asserts 
that the peculiarities of the Petrine system are apparent 
throughout the epistle, whilst that which is specifically 
Pauline entirely recedes. But if a doubt arise even here as 
to how a so decided follower of Peter—who, according to the 
view of Schwegler, must as such have necessarily stood in 
opposition to him—could have been the eulogist of Paul, it 
must excite most legitimate astonishment to see what are the 
reasons he brings forward in support of his view.’ The evi- 
dence, too, which he leads for the late date of composition 
possesses no value.” The chief point, the so-called concilia- 
tory tendency of the epistle, is a pure hypothesis, which has 


1 These reasons are—the employment of expressions peculiar to Judaco- 
Christian modes of thought: <eietBsa, ayias dvarrpohai, aperh, ayia tvrorn 
x:¢.2. (but almost all these expressions are to be found in the N. T. writings, 
which, according to Schwegler, favour Paulinism) ; the high place given to the 
Abyos xpopnrines (as if Paul had set little value on it) ; the countenance given to 
angelological mysticism (which he thinks is proved by chap. ii. 10, 11!) ; the 
demand for a tradition as a standard in the interpretation of Scripture (said to 
be contained in chap. i. 20!) ; dydv0s xApué dixasordyns, as applied to Noah ; and the 
reference to the Gospel of the Hebrews (in support of which chap. i. 17 is quoted). 

2 Thus, when, among other things, Schwegler brings forward as a reason for 
this, the writer’s acquaintance with such N. 1’. Scriptures as he supposes to have 
been composed only after the middle of the second century, #.¢. the Pastoral 
Epistles, the Gospels of John and of Mark. He concludes that the author was 
acquainted with the Pastoral Epistles, from the fact that some expressions occur 
only in these and in the epistles of Peter ; as also with the Gospel of John, by 
asserting that the writer, in chap. i. 14, had the passage, John xxi. 18, 19, in his 
mind ; and, finally, with the Gospel of Mark, by supposing that chap. i. 12-15 
contains allusions to that gospel (!). 
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no support in the epistle itself; for neither in the passages 
quoted by him, nor in any others, are the differences between 
Petrinism and Paulinism touched upon, much less adjusted or 
surmounted. No doubt Paul is spoken of in terms of praise ; 
but, according to the connection of the passage, only for the 
purpose of warning the churches to which the epistle is 
addressed, lest they should be led astray by the heretics, who 
wrested and changed many statements of the apostle for their 
own purposes.’ 


1 Heydenreich rightly observes: ‘‘ For that (conciliatory) purpose, the little 
which chap. iii. says in passing of Paul would not have sufficed ; if the writer 
had been chiefly anxious to show such a union, he would have adapted the 
construction and contents of the whole epistle to the conciliatory design.” 
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Tlétpov érictony f’. 


According to A and B, the Inscriptio is simply: mWérpou f’. 


CHAPTER L 


Ver. 1. Suuedy] B, several min. and vss. read, according to the 
usual form: 3. (Lachm.), which is evidently an alteration — 
Ver. 3. After A 8, etc., Tisch. 8 reads: r& rdvra, instead of the 
fee. révru, according to almost all authorities (Lachm. Tisch. 7). 
— bi d6Ens nal d&peric] A C P&, many min., Copt. Arm. Vule., 
etc., read: id/q 66& nai dpery, which Griesb. thinks probable ; 
accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., approved of by the modern 
commentators and Reiche; the Rec. in B (Buttm. has, however, 
put a ? to B) K L, al., Thph. Oec. appears to be a correction. — 
Ver. 4. The Ree. is: ra wiyiora juiv xai riwia ; this occurs only in 
some min., however much the position of the single words 
varies in the different codd., etc. Buttmann has, following B- 
ra thue x. wey. qui; Lachm. and Tisch. 7, following C, read: ra 
meyer nai rivsa nui; So, too, A, only instead of yum: iu. 
Tisch. 8, following K L&,and many min., has accepted ré& riwa 
nus nai weyiore. It cannot be determined which reading is the 
original one. — é xéouw] Lec., according to C K, several min., 
Thph. Oec. (Tisch. 7); on the other hand, A B LX, etc., attest 
gy +@ xéoum (Lachm. Tisch. 8).— Ver. 5. wird rodro 42] Lec., 
sufficiently corroborated by B C* K L P, al. pl. Syr. Oec. — In 
C** xs, several min., Thph., there is aird 6: rotro. Lachm., 
according to A, reads: airo? 62, which can only be considered a 
correction. Tischendorf has rightly retained the Rec. Schott 
arbitrarily supposes that the original reading might be: xa/ 
aro? rovro 62.— Ver. 8. Instead of irdpyovra, which is attested 
by almost all authorities, Lachm., according to A, Vulg. etc., 
has accepted zupévra, which probably arose from the subsequent 
aépeors. — Ver. 9. cwapriayv] Rec., according to BC L P, al, Thph. 
Oec. (Lachm.) ; in its place Griesb. Scholz, Tisch., etc., accord- 
ing to A Kx, al., Damasc., have éuapraucrav, which most likely 
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is the original reading; the alteration is easily explained by 
Heb. i. 3, as well as by &ucprawa being in the N. T. of rarer 
occurrence. — Ver. 10. orovddoure BeBasiav imav riyv xrjow xal 
ixroyhy rotodas] Rec., according to BC K LP, al., pl. Theoph. 
Oec. etc. (Tisch.) ; in A 8, several min., and many vss. the words 
ive Oi sav nardv iwav epyov, are inserted between omouddours 
and B:Ga/a» (evidently a later explanatory addition), in which 
the inf. is changed into temp. finit.: soe?eés (Lachm.; in the 
small ed.: somjode). — Ver. 12. odx ausrjow] Rec. after K L, al., 
Thph. Oec. (Griesb. Scholz) ; onthe other hand, A B C PX, ai., 
Copt. Sahid. Vulg., etc., are in favour of %A4ow, which is justly 
accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., approved of by de Wette- 
Briickner, Wiesinger, and Schott, whilst Reiche prefers odx 
dusr4ow, ub modestius et urbanius. — According to the testimony 
of BC K Ly, al, pl. several vss., etc., dei juz: (Griesb. Scholz, 
Tisch.) should be put in place of the Rec. ives de’, following A, 
Vulg. ete. (Lachm.).— Ver. 17. Tisch. 7 reads, after B: 6 vids 
ov 6 ayarnros wou ourés éorw, and remarks, with reference to the 
Rec.: obrég gor 6 vidg mov 6 ayarnrés (after A C K LX, etc, 
Lachm.): at ita locis parall. omnib. quorum nullo oir. gor, post- 
ponitur neque Graec. ullus testis mov repetit. Tisch. 8 has 
accepted the Rec. — Ver. 18. According to B O* etc., Tisch. 7 
reads: év r@ &yiw oper; but the Rec.: gv r@ oper + a&y/w (Tisch. 8) 
is too strongly supported by A C*** K L P 8, al., Vulg. ever to 
be regarded as spurious. — Ver. 21. According to B C K P, al., 
Copt., etc., Tisch 7 has woré after zpopyreia, and Tisch. 8, follow- 
ing A LX, etc., ror? before zpopyreia; this order of words is the 
more natural, but for that very reason can hardly be considered 
the original one. — The Ree. of é&yics Oso occurs only in several 
min., some vss. Oec. Vulg.— A has éysor rod Ocod (Lachm.); 
KL», al., dys Ocod (Griesb. Scholz). Tisch. has adopted in its 
place: az) O03, according to B, al., Syr. Copt.; Wiesinger, 
Schott, and Steinfass prefer this reading; Briickner, too, inclines 
to it; no doubt it was the one which was most likely to give 
rise to alterations; still it is too little supported by B, ete. 
Reiche considers éysss O05 to be the original reading. 


Vv. 1, 2. Svpewv Iérpos] The form most in harmony with 
the Semitic language: Supeov, as a name of Peter, is to be 
found, besides here, only in Acts xv. 14; otherwise, cf. Luke 
li, 25, iii. 30; Rev. vii. 7; Acts xiii. 1. From the addition 
of the name itself, as little as from its form, can anything be 
concluded as to the genuineness (in opposition to Dietlein, 
Schott, Steinfass) or the non-genuineness of the epistle. The 
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two names Siwwv Iétpos are directly conjoined also in Matt. 
xvi. 16; Luke v. 8, etc.; elsewhere, too, the apostle is called : 
Sipwv o Neyopevos Iétpos. The addition of Supeov serves to 
mark the author as a Jewish-Christian.! —8o0dA0s Kal amo- 
otonos “I. Xp.] cf. Rom. i. 1; Tit. i. 1 (Phil.i 1). S06d0¢5 
expresses the more general, déaroXos the more special official 
relation; cf. Meyer on Rom. i. 1 ; Schott unjustly denies that 
Soddos has reference to the official relation. According to 
de Wette, the author has here combined 1 Pet. i. 1 and 
Jude 1.— ois icdtipov piv Aayotot Tictw] icdtipos is 
inexactly translated in the Vulgate by coaequaliter ; it is not 
equivalent to tos (Acts xi. 17: ton Swped), but means: 
“having equal honour or worth.” De Wette’s interpretation is 
as incorrect: “to those who have obtained the same right to 
participate in faith with us.” The use of the words rep, 
Ttysaw, in Peter’s epistle, does not prove that the expression has 
here reference specially to the divine privileges of the kingdom 
(Dietlein). By this word the author gives it to be understood, 
that the faith of those to whom he writes, has the same worth 
as that of those whom he designates by mpiv; both have 
received one and the same faith (as to its objective contents) 
(Briickner, Besser, Wiesinger) ; Hornejus: dicitur fides aeque 
pretiosa, non quod omnium credentium aeque magna sit, sed 
quod per fidem illam eadem mysteria et eadem beneficia divina 
nobis proponantur.— The connection shows that by piv all 
Christians (de Wette) cannot be understood ; the word must 
only refer, either to Peter (Pott), or to the apostles (Bengel, 
Wolf, Brickner, Steinfass, Fronmiiller), or to the Jewish-Chris- 
tians generally (Nic. de Lyra, Dietlein, Besser, Wiesinger, Schott, 
Hofm.); the last is the correct application (cf. Acts xi. 17, xv. 
9-11). Wiesinger: “ That the faith of the apostles should have 
a different value from that of those who through their preaching 
had become believers, is an idea totally foreign to the apostolic 
age.” —Aayodor points out that faith is a gift of grace; Huss: 
sicut sors non respicit personam, ita nec divina electio accepta- 
trix est personarum (cf. Acts i. 17)—On the breviloquence of 


1 Bengel, assuming the authenticity of the epistle, observes not inaptly that 
Peter adds 2vuewy, extremo tempore admonens se ipsum conditionis pristinae, 
antequam cognomen nactus erat. 

2 PETER. T 


290 THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER. 


the expression, cf. Winer, p.579 [E. T. 778]. — ev duxavocivy 
tov @eod x.7.r.] Luther translates: “in the righteousness, 
which our God gives;” thus Sucavoctvn would here mean 
that gift of God’s grace which is the result of faith, whether 
it is to be understood of the state of justification (Schott), or 
the Christians’ manner of life conformed to the commandments 
of God (Briickner). If this view be adopted, however, d:«auo- 
cvvn cannot be connected with wiotww, for though év may be 
regarded as equal simply to cum, or be taken in the sense of, 
being furnished with (thus Briickner formerly), it would 
always denote that wéoris is contained in dccatocdyn, which 
certainly does not correspond with the relation in which the 
two stand to each other; faith is not bestowed on the Chris- 
tian in righteousness, but righteousness in faith. Hofmann 
joins év Sex. directly with wiotw, and understands by Sdixaso- 
ovvn here: “the righteousness which makes Christ our 
Saviour; that in which the world has the propitiation for its 
sins.” This interpretation assumes that Qeod is predicate to 
‘Incod Xpiotod (see below); besides, it is opposed by the 
circumstance that the context makes no allusion to any such 
nearer definition of the idea, whilst it is arbitrary to render 
miotw év Ovx.: “that faith which trusts in the righteousness 
of Jesus Christ.” Schott, Steinfass, and now, too, Briickner, 
connect vx. with iodtiwov; the position of the words, how- 
ever, is opposed to this, for were év dcx. the closer definition 
of icdtipor, it must have been placed directly beside it. 
Besides, a somewhat obscure thought results from this com- 
bination. The simple addition of év dv«. does not assert that 
the faith of the one has equal value with the faith of the 
other in this, that in both cases it effects a Sccasoctvn. 
dixacocvyyn is here not a gift, but an attribute of God, or a 
characteristic of His dealings. Still the expression must not 
be taken as equivalent either to “kindness” (Eman. a Sa., 
Pott), or to: “faithfulness,” as regards the promises given by 
Him (Beza, Piscator, Grotius); for although Sccavoodvn may 
sometimes come near to the above meanings, it is never 
identical’ with them, cf. Meyer on Rom. iii. 25. Still less 


’ De Wette thinks that the author, in approximation to the Pauline views, 
may perhaps have understood the righteousness of God as bringing in righteous- 
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warrant is there for Dietlein’s view, that righteousness is here 
“as a kingdom, the totality of the divine action and revelation 
in contrast to this world full of sin and of uncompensated 
evil.” Wiesinger (and thus also Fronmiiller) understand by 
ducaocvvn, “the righteousness of God and Christ, which has 
manifested itself in the propitiation for the sins of the world ;” 
in opposition to which Briickner correctly remarks, that 
Christ’s work of atonement is not an act of His righteousness; 
further, “the righteousness of God which demands the death 
of the sinner” (Fronmiiller), may be considered as causing the 
death of Christ, but not as producing faith. Sccavoodvn, in 
harmony with icorior, is rather that righteousness of God— 
opposed to every kind of rpocomwdnia—according to which 
He bestows the same faith on all, without respect of persons 
(cf. Acts x. 34f.).  év is in meaning akin to 6&4, but it brings 
out more distinctly than it, in what the obtaining of the wiotis 
toot. is grounded. The author’s thought is accordingly this: 
“in His righteousness, which makes no distinction between the 
one and the other, God has bestowed on you the same like 
precious faith as on us.”'— Tod Ocod jy. Kal corhpos I. 
Xp.| Many interpreters (Beza, Hemming, Gerhard, and more 
recently Schott and Hofmann) take tod Ocod ry. and cwtijpos 
as a double attribute of Ijcot Xp. Others (Wiesinger, 
Briickner, Fronmiiller, Steinfass) separate the two expressions, 
and understand rod Ocod jyeav of God the Father; and 
rightly so, although in the similar combination, ver. 11, ui. 18, 
there be but one subject. For @eds differs from «vpzos in this, 
that it is never conjoined with Xpwords as a direct attribute, 
whilst xdpsos is very often thus employed, as in the very next 
verse; see my commentary to Tit. ii 13. There need be no 
hesitation in taking the article which stands before Ocod with 
coThpos also, as a second subject,—a statement which Schott 
and Hofmann have wrongly called in question; cf. (Winer, 
ness,—or salyation,—or as redemptive righteousness, otherwise termed grace ; 
and the righteousness of Christ as that love by which He undertook the work of 
salvation. But 3. means neither grace nor love; and besides, it is altogether 
arbitrary to give the expression a different meaning with respect to Christ from 
that which it has when applied to God. 


1 Hofmann most unwarrantably maintains that, in this interpretation, éy is 
taken ‘‘in a sense which cannot be justified.” 
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p. 118 [E. T. 162]) Buttmann, p. 84 ff Dietlein, in his 
interpretation, adopts a middle course: “of our God and 
Saviour; and when I speak of God the Saviour, I mean the 
Saviour Jesus Christ.” But only this much is correct here, 
that the close conjunction points to the oneness of God and 
Christ of which the author was assured. — Ver. 2. yapis... 
mrnOvvOein| as in 1 Pet. i. 2. In this passage év émuyvace 
Tov Ocod Kk. ’Incod rod Kvpiov *yav is added. Here, too, év 
is not, cum, but states in what the increase of grace has its 
origin, and by what it is effected (de Wette). This is the 
knowledge of God and Jesus, our Lord; cf. on this John 
xvii. 3; 2 Pet. ii. 20. Calvin: Dei et Christi agnitionem 
simul connectit, quia rite non potest, nisi in Christo, Deus 
agnosci. Although the ériyvwous here spoken of includes in 
it acknowledgment, yet it is erroneous to distinguish between 
emlyvaots and yvaous, by holding the former to be equivalent 
to acknowledgment ; cf. the further discussions on the term 
ériyvwots in Wiesinger and Schott, which, however, especially 
in the case of the latter, are not without the mixing up of 
thoughts foreign to the idea. It is wrong to interpret év by 
eis; Aretius: ut colant Deum, quemadmodum sese patefecit 
in Scripturis et ut coli vult. According to Dietlein, the 
thought intended to be expressed is that “grace and peace 
grow and increase from within the soul, outwards, and in thus 
growing they became ever more and more knowledge of the 
revealed God ” (!). 

Ver. 3. The first paragraph, extending as far as ver. 11, 
contains exhortations. The first of these is expressed in 
vv. 5-7, and to it vv. 3 and 4 serve as an introduction. — ws | 
Lachmann connects @s directly with what precedes, and puts 
a full stop after P@opas at the end of ver. 4; thus also Vulg., 
Beza, Erasmus, Hornejus, Grotius. This combination, how- 
ever, is against the analogy of the N. T. epistles, in which the 
superscription closes with the benediction (in the Epistle to 
the Galatians alone a relative clause is subjoined, ending, how- 
ever, with a doxology that marks the conclusion), and is also 
opposed to the contents of vv. 3, 4, which serve as the basis 
for ver. 5 (Wiesinger). Gerhard and others consider @s as 
equivalent to «a@as (which Gerhard explains by é7et, de. 
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“postquam” vel “siquidem”), and supply obrws to ver. 5; 
arbitrarily : s belongs much more to the genitive absolute 
(not pleonastically, Pott). The objective reason expressed in 
this phrase for the exhortation contained in ver. 5 is by os 
characterized as a subjective motive; Winer: “ convinced 
(considering) that the divine power,” etc.; Dietlein: “in the 
consciousness that;” so, too, de Wette, and the more recent com- 
mentators generally ; the construction in 1 Cor. iv. 18, 2 Cor. 
v. 20, is similar; cf. Matthia, ausf. Gr. 1825, § 568, p. 1120. 
—mrdvra... dedwpnuévys] The Vulg. incorrectly : quomodo 
omnia vobis divinae virtutis sunt, quae ad vitam et pietatem, 
donata est (another reading is: sunt); and Luther: “since 
everything of His divine power, that pertains unto life and 
godliness, is given us ;” Sedwpnpévys is here not passive, but 
middle (cf. Gen. xxx. 20, LXX.; Mark xv. 45), and tis @. 
duvapews does not depend on advra, but is the subject (thus 
all modern commentators). — According to the position of the 
words, adrod refers back to "Ino. +. xupiov jyov (Calvin, 
Schott, Steinfass), and not to Ocod ;* if it be applied to Ocod 
(de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger), then Oe/as (which occurs 
here only and in ver. 4; Acts xvii. 29: 70 Oefov, as subst.) is 
pleonastic. Dietlein and Fronmiiller refer avrovd to God and 
Jesus, which linguistically cannot be justified. ’— ta pos Sarpy 
Kal evoéBevav] the fw Kai evoéBeva are not spoken of as the 
object, but: Ta mpos Conv «tr. For the attainment of the 
former is conditioned by the Christian’s conduct; but in order 
that it may be put within his reach, everything is granted him 
which is serviceable to Son and evcéBea (cf. Luke xix. 42: ra 
mpos eipyyvnv gov). The difference between the two ideas is 
in itself clear; fw: “blessedness,” indicates the condition ; 
evoéBeva: “ godliness” (except in Acts iii. 12, occurring only 
in the Pastoral Epistles and Second Peter), the conduct. 
Grotius incorrectly interprets f7 as equivalent to vita alterius 

1 Hofmann, indeed, applies it also to Christ, but by passing over ver. 2 to 
ver. 1, where, as already observed, he considers that it is not God and Christ, 
but Christ alone who is referred to. 

2The application to Jesus is also supported by the fact, that otherwise this 


whole argument would contain no reference to Him ; the application to both 
contains the correct idea, that the gift imparted by Jesus is the gift of God the 


Father. 
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seculi, and evoéBeva as pietas in hoc seculo. Both together 
they form the antithesis to  év Kdopm év ériOupia pOopa. 
mdvra is by way of emphasis placed first, in order to show 
distinctly that everything, which is in any way serviceable to 
fan and evaéB., has been given us by the divine power of the 
Lord. Hofmann is wrong in defining this wdvta as faith, 
hope, and charity, for this triad does not pertain pos 
evoéBecav, but is the evoéBera itself.— Sia THs emeyvoocws 
Tod KadécavrTos Has] states the medium through which the 
gift is communicated to us; with ériyvwous, cf. ver. 2. God 
is here designated as 6 cadéoas ds, since it is only by the 
knowledge of the God who calls us that the mdavra ta mp. €. 
K.T.N. are appropriated by us,—the calling being the actual 
proof of His love to us. The subject to cadeiv is not Christ 
(Vorstius, Jachmann, Schott, etc.), but God (Aretius, Hemming, 
de Wette, Hofmann, etc.), as almost always in the N. T1 Of 
course «adeiv does not mean the mere outward, but the 
inward, effectual calling. — idia S0&n Kat dpetH] S0£a denotes 
the being, aper the activity; Bengel: ad gloriam referuntur 
attributa Dei naturalia, ad virtutem ea, quae dicuntur moralia; 
intime unum sunt utraque. It is arbitrary to understand d0£a 
as meaning: “that side the nature of the Almighty One that 
liveth, which is directed outwards,” and by dpet): “the holy 
loving-kindness of God” (as opposed to Hofmann). — The 
nature of God represented as the instrumentality, as in Gal. 
1,15: Kkarécas Sia THs yapitos abtod; cf., too, Rom. vi. 4. 
A wrong application is given to the words, if they be taken as 
referring to the miracles of Christ. It must be observed that 
this ériyvwous itself, too, is to be looked upon as wrought 
by Christ in us. : 

Ver. 4 must not, as a simple intervening clause, be enclosed 
in parentheses; for although ver. 5 is the principal clause 


1 De Wette (with whom Briickner agrees) is accordingly wrong in supposing 
that rod xartourros hu. stands in place of the simple pron. aired, and is inserted 
because by this cireumlocution of the active subject the address gains in matter 
and range. — Schott’s remarks, in which he attempts to justify his assertion 
that rod xaAtcuvros applies to Christ, are only in so far correct, that x«a¢iv might 
indeed be understood of an activity of Christ ; cf. Matt. ix. 13; Mark ii. 17; 
on the other hand, it is certain that 6 xaacas is never applied to Christ, but 
always to God. 
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standing related to the participial clause in ver. 3, still the 
latter is determined, in the thought of it, by ver. 4.— 8” dv] 
av does not refer to the immediately preceding ida S0€&n x. 
apevH (Dietlein, Wiesinger, Briickner, this comment.), for it 
cannot be said that Christ has given us the éwayyéApata 
through the dofa «. dperyj of His Father, but to mavta ta 
mpos «.T.\. (Hofmann). Beza inaccurately interprets 8 dv 
by ex eo quod.— Ta Tima jpiv cai péysota érayyédpara] 
émayyedpa, besides here, occurs only in chap. iii. 13, where it 
is used in connection with the new heaven and new earth in 
the future. By it is to be understood, not the promises of the 
prophets of the O. C. fulfilled in Christ for us, nor those 
things promised us, of which we are made partakers in Christ 
(Hornejus: bona et beneficia omnia, quae Deus per Christum 
offert et exhibet omnibus, qui in ipsum credunt; Wiesinger, 
Schott) ; but, according to ver. 12 ff, chap. ii. 4, ix. 13, the 
prophecies of the wapovola of Christ and the future consum- 
mation of His kingdom, as contained in the gospel (Briickner). 
Dietlein is wrong in saying that éwayyéAuata are not only 
promises of what is future, but announcements of what is 
present and eternal. He goes still farther astray when he 
substitutes for this idea the different one: “the granting of 
favours which proclaim themselves.” The word ésrayyé\Aew 
(except in 1 Tim. ii. 10, vi. 21) has constantly in the N. T. 
the meaning: “to promise,’ never simply: “to proclaim.” 
These promises are called “ precious,” not because they are 
“no mere empty words” (Schott), but because they promise 
that which is of the greatest value (Hofmann). The dative 
iptv from its position should be connected more probably with 
tia than with dedepnrar. — deddpynrar] is here also not 
passive (Dietlein), but middle (all modern interpreters). 
Gualther erroneously explains it: donatae i. e. impletae sunt. 
What is here referred to is the communication, not the fulfil- 
ment of the promises, which are a free gift of divine grace. — 
The subject to dedHp. is not o Kkadécas (as formerly in thi 


1 Schott’s assertion, that tvayytawara, according to the form of the word, 
must mean : “‘ promised things,” is opposed by chap. iii. 18 ; but why the pro- 
mises as such should not, as Wiesinger supposes, be the means of effecting the 
xowvovia bslas Qdoews, it is difficult to understand. 
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commentary), but the same as that to the foregoing dedwpn- 
uevns. — va Sia todtwv] Calvin, de Wette-Briickner, Hof- 
mann, understand todtwy to refer to Ta mpos Cwnv x.7.r. as 
the leading thought; this construction Wiesinger justly calls 
“a distortion of the structure, justifiable only if all other 
references were impossible.” Incorrect also is the application 
to d0&n Kal aperH (Bengel). From its position it can apply 
only to ézayyéApara (Dietlein, Wiesinger, Schott), and not in 
like manner to d0&y xal dperH (Fronmiiller), dca has here its 
proper signification, not equal to “because of them” (Jach- 
mann), nor to “incited by them;” as elsewhere the gospel is 
spoken of as the objective means through which the divine 
life is communicated, so here the éwayyéApata, which, accord- 
ing to the conception of Second Peter, form the essential 
element of the gospel. — yévno@e Oeias Kowwvol picews] not: 
that. ye may become partakers, but: that ye might be, ete. 
(Wiesinger). The aorist shows that the author does not look 
upon the xowvwvia, which for the Christian is aimed at in 
the bestowal of the promises, as something entirely future 
(Vorstius: quorum vi tandem divinae naturae in illa beata 
immortalitate vos quoque participes efficiemini), but as some- 
jthing of which he should even now be partaker.’ The 
ithought that man is intended to be partaker of the divine 
“nature, or to be transfigured into the divine being,—which is 
‘accomplished in him through faith in the promises—is, 
‘though in other terms, often enough expressed in the N. T. 
/ (Heb. xii. 10; 1 Pet. i. 23; John i. 12, 13, and many other 
passages). Hemming justly remarks: vocat hic divinam 
naturam id quod divina praesentia efficit in nobis i. e. con- 
formitatem nostri cum Deo, seu imaginem Dei, quae in nobis 
reformatur per divinam praesentiam in nobis. When Hof- 
mann urges the expression vous against this view, because a 
distinction must be drawn between the dvcus of man and the 
personal life of man, the former remaining even in him who 


/ 


1 Hornejus : incipit ea in hac vita per gratiam, sed perficietur in altera per 
gloriam ; si enim jam hic in ista imbecillitate divinae naturae consortes sumus 
per fidem, quanto magis illic erimus per adspectum et si hic per gratiam id 
adipiscimur, quanto magis illic per gloriam, ubi Deus ipse erit omnia in 
omnibus. 
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is regenerate always the same, until this cdpa is changed 
from a c@wa Auyixov to a capa mvevpatixdr, he fails to 
observe that it is not the human, but the divine dvous that is 
here spoken of, and in God there can be no difference made 
between natural and personal life. The expression vows is 
here quite inappropriately pressed by Hofmann. As opposed to 
the mystic “ deification,” it must be remarked, with the older 
interpreters, that the expression @vovs conveys the thought, 
not so much of the substantia, as rather of the qualitas. 
Grotius’ interpretation dilutes the idea: ut fieretis imitatores 
divinae bonitatis. The second person (yévyc0e) serves to 
appropriate to the readers in particular that which belongs to 
all Christians (jpiv).’ — drroguyovtes tis év [7] Koopw év 
emOuuia pOopas] These words do not express the condition 
on which the Christian becomes partaker of the divine nature, 
but the negative element which is most intimately connected 
with the positive aim. Accordingly, the translation is 
incorrect: “if you escape” (Luther, Briickner) ; amoguydvtes 


Ps 


is to be translated: “escaping, eluding ;” the aor. part. is 


oD? 


put because the verb is closely conjoined with the preceding 
aorist yévnoOe. It is to be resolved into: in order that ye 
might be partakers of the divine nature, in that ye escape the 
POopa.” With Oopa, cf. chap. ii. 12, and especially Rom. 
vui. 21; Gal. vi. 8 (see Meyer on the last passage). By it 
is to be understood not simply perishableness, but more gene- 
rally corruption. The term ¢@opa is here more nearly 


1 Hofmann arbitrarily objects to this interpretation, that a change of persons 
could not take place in a clause expressive of a design ; rather does it simply 
depend on the will of the writer, where he wishes it to take place. When the 
writer of a letter wishes to state the purpose of anything which has been 
imparted to all, should he not in particular apply it to those to whom he 
addresses his letter? Augusti strangely presses the change of persons, by 
applying %ziv to the Jews, yivacde to the heathen-converts, and understanding 
cia puois of the divine descent of the Jews. 

2 Bengel: haec fuga non tam ut officium nostrum, quam ut beneficium 
divinum, communionem cum Deo comitans, h. 1. ponitur. Dietlein: ‘arog, 
contains no demand and condition, but only the other side of the fact: Ye have 
entered the kingdom of the divine nature, therefore ye have left the kingdom of 
the worldly nature.” — By transferring yévnzé: to the future, Schott gives an 
erroneous (linguistically) interpretation of zrcpuyéyres as future also: ‘* Ye shall 
become partakers of the divine nature, as such who have (shall have) precisely 
thus escaped ris... Qdopus.” 
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defined as 4 év TO Koouw POopa, ie. the corruption which 
dwells in the (unredeemed) world, and to which all thereto 
belonging is a prey. The further more precise definition: ¢€v 
érOupia, states that this Popa has its origin in the evil lust, 
opposed to what is divine, which has its sway in the world 
(1 John ii, 16, 17). — dzrogi, here c. gen.; chap. ii, 18, 20, 
cum accus. constr.-— The sequence of thought in vv. 3, 4 is: 
Christ hath granted us everything that is serviceable to salva- 
tion and holiness, and that by the knowledge of God who hath 
called us by His glory ; through it he has given us the most 
glorious promises, the design of which is the communication of 
the divine life. 

Vv. 5, 6. cat adro todT0 é] kal... dé, equivalent to “but 
also,’ “ and also ;” cf. Winer, p. 412 f. [E. T. 553 f.]; Buttmann, 
p. 312. «ai adds something new to what goes before; 6¢ 
brings out that what is added is to be distinguished from 
what precedes.'— Neither wepé nor xara nor mpéds is to be 
supplied to air tovro, which stands here absolutely, equiva- 
lent to dv avtd totto: “for this very reason,’ cf. Winer, 
p. 134 f. [E. T. 178], and refers back to the thought contained 
in @: wavta... SeOwpynuévys, and further developed in the 
clauses following: “since ye have been made partakers of all 
that, therefore,” etc. Grotius: Deus fecit quod suum est, vos 
quoque quod vestrum est faciete. Dietlein takes avtd todro 
as a simple accusative dependent on émvyopijcate (thus also 
Steinfass); but this combination, which would make rodro 
refer to the subsequent €v 7H 7. tu. THY dpe, or to T. apeTHv 
alone, is opposed by the advo beside it, which looks back to 
what has gone before. Nor does Dietlein fail to see this, for 
he explains: “the announcements given are now to be 
produced in the form of Christian virtues ;” this, however, 


1 Hofmann, without any reason, ascribes two different meanings to za)... 
32, by saying that “‘xa! . . . 3! is either equal to ‘but now,’ or else to ‘ but 
also ;’ in the first case xa/ adds something further, which 3: points out to be 
something different, and must be added to what precedes by way of explana- 
tion ; in the second case 22 adds something different, and x«/ intimates that it 
is added on to what precedes, which cannot do without it.” xa)... has in 
itself always the same signification ; 9 only emphasizes the new element added. 
by ai, whether this be merely a different one from what goes before, or alto- 
gether antithetical to it. 
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results in a “straining” (Briickner) of the thought.— As 
regards the connection of clauses, the apodosis belonging to 
ver. 3 begins with ver. 5, not, however, in quite regular con- 
struction. Hofmann, on the other hand, holds that the 
apodosis conveying the exhortations begins already with ta 
in ver. 4. He looks upon tva as depending on ézuyopnyijcate, 
and considers that the two participial clauses, aoduyédvtes 
«7. and Kal... Twapeoevéyxavtes, are to be closely con- 
nected with each other, and both together joined with the 
imperative; accordingly he translates: “Considering that His 
divine power bath given us all that is serviceable to life and 
godliness . . . ye should, in order thereby to become par- 
takers of the divine nature, having escaped the corruption in 
the world occasioned by lust, but for that very reason giving 
all diligence, supply virtue in and with your faith.” But 
opposed to this view is: (1) The intolerable cumbrousness of 
the construction; (2) The circumstance that although a 
dependent clause may precede the clause on which it depends, 
this may take place only when the clearness of the style does 
not thereby suffer, 7c. when the periods are so constructed 
that the dependent clause cannot, by any rule of language, be 
taken with a preceding clause-——but this is plainly not the 
case here; (3) The aorist yévycOe, instead of which the 
present would have been written; and finally, (4) The impos- 
sibility of here applying 6s& tovtwy to anything that goes 
before. This becomes the more obvious if the preceding 
secondary clause be considered as standing after the impera- 
tival clause émuyopnyjcate . . . ayannyv.— oTrovdny Tacay 
mapetoeveycavtes| cf. Jude 3: macoav om. trovovpevos (Jos. 
Arch. xx. 9. 2: elod@épesy otrovdjv); mapa points out 
that believers on their side (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott) 
should contribute their part, namely, the ozrovd:), to what has 
here been given them. That apd has not here the implied 
idea of secrecy, is self-evident; but it is also unjustifiable 
when Hofmann asserts that wapevodépe orovdyv means 
“the application of diligence, which endeavours after some- 
thing already given in a different manner.” — émvyopnyjcate 
évy TH TioTEL VuoVv Thy apeTHy] emvxopnyelv, either “ contri- 
bute,” 22. your contribution to the work of salvation (de 


300 THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER. 


Wette), or more probably, according to the use of the word 
elsewhere in the N. T. (2 Cor. ix. 10; Gal. iii. 5; cf. also 
1 Pet. iv. 11), “to supply” (Briickner, Wiesinger, Hofmann) ; 
it is here placed as correlative to the term Sed@pnras, ver. 4, 
and denotes “the gift which the believer gives in return for 
the gift of God” (Wiesinger, although the meaning of the 
word does not quite justify him in doing so, adds: “ or more 
accurately, by which he again presents to God his own gift in 
the fruit it has produced”). JDietlein’s interpretation is 
erroneous: “to perform in dance.” This meaning the word 
never has. Even yopryeiv sometimes means “to lead a 
dance,” but not “to perform anything in dance.” The 
original meaning of evyop. is: “to contribute to the expenses 
of a xopos.” Schott’s assertion is arbitrary, “that éwvyopnyetv 
signifies a supplying of what is due to one in virtue of an 
official or honorary position.” — Pott incorrectly explains the 
preposition év by dud; de Wette inadequately by “7, with, 
of that which is already present, and to which something else 
should be added.” The sense is: since you have zréovus, let 
it not be wanting in dper}. It is not meant: that to the 
mort, as something different from it, aper7 should be added ; 
but dpety belongs to méotis, and for this reason the Christian 
must put it into practice. The same relation is preserved in 
the members which follow.’ iors is presupposed as the 
origin (Oecumenius: Oepédcos THY aya0dv Kal Kpnris) of all 
Christian virtues, and in the first instance of the ape7}, by which 
Oecumenius understands 7a épya; Gerhard: generale nomen 
omnium operum et actionum bonarum; Calvin: honesta et bene 
composita vita; it is best explained by strenuus animae tonus ac 
vigor (Bengel): “moral efficiency” (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, 
etc.).? — év 8é tH dpeth tiv yrdow] 4 yvaous is not here 
» TOV TOD Ocod arroxpidov pvotnpiwv eldnors (Oecum.), nor 
is it “the knowledge of God which the Christians possess ” 

1 Steinfass remarks : ‘‘ vy conceives the accusatives as involute accusatives, and 
as elements of the previous datives ;” this certainly is correct, but must be 


supplemented thus far, that the element of the preceding conception, expressed 
by the accusative, stands forth as a special grace, and thus becomes, as it were, 
the complement of it. 

* Hofmann : ‘that disposition which shows itself in the doing of what is right 
and good.” 
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(Dietl.) ; but as the matter in hand here is the practical proof 
of the Christian temper, it must be understood as denoting the 
perception of that which the Christian as such has to do in 
all relations of life, and of how he has to do it (Besser, 
Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann; Briickner, in agreement with 
this: “discretion ”).—Ver. 6. The three virtues here named 
are: the éyxpareva, the wmoporvn, and the evoéBera. — 
éyxpateva, besides here, in Acts xxiv. 25 and Gal. vi. 22 
(Tit. 1. 8: éyeparys; 1 Cor. vii. 9, ix. 25: éyxpatevouat), 
denotes the control of one’s own desires; To pndevt atrocv- 
pecGar wafer (Oecumenius) ; cf. on Tit. i. 8.2 Compare this 
with the passage in Jes. Sir. xviii. 30, where under the super- 
scription éyxpateva yrvyjs there is the maxim: dmicw Tor 
émiOupiav cov py Topevov, Kal amo tov dpéEedy cov 
KwAvov. — bTouovy is enduring patience in all temptations. 
Besser aptly recalls the proverb: abstine, sustine. — With 
evoéBea, comp. ver. 3; Dietlein, without sufficient justifica- 
tion, explains it here as: “the godly awe and respect in the 
personal, domestic relations of life.” If edcéBea do not apply 
only to our relation to God (eg. Dio Cass. xlviii. 5: dua 
THY pos Tov adedpov evoéBevav), the other object of it must 
in this case be definitely stated. 

Ver. 7 adds dirAaderdia and aydrn to the virtues already 
named. These are to be distinguished thus, that the former 
apples specially to the Christian brethren, the latter to all 
— without distinction; 1 Thess. iii, 12: % dyarn els 
GdAndovs Kalb eis mavtas (Gal. vi. 10); with rraderdia, cf. 
1 Pet. i: 22. While the apostle calls the love which is 
extended to all dyarn, he gives it to be understood that 
what he means is not the purely natural well-wishing, but 
Christian love springing from the Christian spirit. Dietlein, 


1 Besser is undoubtedly right in trying to prove that Luther’s “‘ modesty” 
has another signification than that in which the word is at present employed ; 
still that expression does not altogether coincide with yao, which Luther 
understands as meaning that ‘‘circumspectness ” which knows how to maintain 
the right moderation in all things. 

2 Hofmann unwarrantably disputes this interpretation by saying that éyzp. is 
‘¢that quality by which a person denies himself all that is unprofitable ;” for 
the denying oneself that which is unprofitable, for which there is no desire, 
surely gives no proof whatever of tyxparsia. 
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without sufficient reason, thinks that gradeddia is only 
the opposite of that which is forbidden in the eighth and 
ninth commandments, whilst the dydaan is the complete 
antithesis to what is forbidden in the tenth commandment. In 
this way the conception giradergdia is unjustifiably dis- 
regarded,—a proceeding to which the language of Scripture 
gives the less sanction, that where love in all its depth and 
truth is spoken of, the word giAciv is not unfrequently used ; 
cf. John v. 20, xvi. 27, etc. — Although the different virtues 
here are not arranged according to definite logical order, yet 
the way in which they here belong to each other is not to be 
mistaken. Each of the virtues to be shown forth forms the 
complement of that which precedes, and thus gives rise to a 
firmly-linked chain of thought. dpert») supplies the comple- 
ment of iors, for faith without virtue is wanting in moral 
character, and is in itself dead; that of dpet) is yvaors, for 
the realizing of the moral volition is conditioned by compre- 
hension of that which is needful in each separate case; that 
of yvaous is éyxpdteva, for self-control must not be wanting 
to volition and comprehension ; that of éyxparera is trropevy, 
for there are outward as well as inward temptations to be 
withstood; that of trouov7) is etoéBea, for only in trustful 
love to God has the tzrouovy firm support; that of etcéBea 
the grader gia, for “he that loveth not his brother whom he 
hath seen, how can he love God whom he has not seen?” 
(1 John iv. 20); that of duradergia the dyamn, for without 
the latter the former would degenerate into poor narrow- 
heartedness. Thus, in that the one virtue is the complement 
of the other, the latter produces the former of itself as its 
natural outcome; Bengel: praesens quisque gradus subse- 
quentem parit et facilem reddit, subsequens priorem temperat 
ac perficit." 

Ver. 8. Reason for the foregoing exhortation. — tadra] we. 


’ According to Dietlein, the three first graces, including wicss, correspond to 
the first table of the law, the three first petitions of the Lord’s Prayer, the first 
article of the Creed, and to faith in the Pauline triad ; the three following graces 
to the first half of the second table of the law, the fourth petition in the Lord’s 
Prayer, the second article of the Creed, and the second grace in the Pauline triad ; 
the two last graces to the second half of the second table of the law, the three 
last petitions of the Lord’s Prayer, the third article of the Creed, and the third 
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the virtues above mentioned.— yap itpiv imapyovta xat 
mreovatovta] For tmdpyew c. dat. cf. Acts iii, 6; meovd- 
Covra intensifies the idea trapyovta; for wreovatew, cf. my 
commentary to 1 Tim. i. 14; it means either: “to be 
present in abundance,” strictly, to exceed the measure 
(abundare), or: “to become more, to increase (crescere).” 
Here the first of these two meanings seems to deserve the 
preference; though not so in the judgment of Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass, Hofmann. The participles may 
be resolved into “in that,’ “since” (Dietlein), or “if” 
(Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott); the latter is to be preferred, 
inasmuch as this verse refers back to the exhortation ver. 5, 
and in “ ver. 9 the opposite is assumed as possible” (Briickner); 
thus: “for if these virtues exist in you, and that in rich 
measure ;” Luther in his translation has combined the two 
translations. — ov« apyovs odd akaprous Kabiatnow] tpas 
is to be supplied. Hornejus: AeTOTys est, cum ait: non 
inertes neque infructuosos pro operosos et fructuosos; 
Dietlein: “the ov« and ovdé belong to the adjectives, not to 
kabiotnow.” —For dpyéos, cf. 1 Tim. v. 13; Tit. i 12 

ove apyos, equivalent to “ active ;” dkaprros cannot mean cay 
“without fruit,’ but “barren” also; cf. Eph. v. 11 (as 
against Schott). — ca@iorno.: the present is not put here 
for the future (Hornejus). According to Dietlein, Wiesinger, 
and Schott, xa@iotnus should mean “to cause to appear, to 
exhibit,” so that the sense would be: “he who possesses these 
virtues, he thereby appears as bringing forth fruit with regard 
to the éruyy. tod Kupiov I. Xp.,” by which is meant that his 
knowledge manifests itself as an active one; this is, however, 
incorrect, for: (1) A meaning is thereby attributed to «aGic- 
tnt Which it never has, either in the classics or in the N. T. 
(not even in Jas. iii. 6, iv. 4, and Rom. v. 19); it means 
“to set wp,” but not to set forth, to exhibit, to manifest, etc. 
(2) It gives a meaning to es such as that word has nowhere 
grace of that triad. Certainly there is here a good deal that coincides, but this 
by no means warrants a consistent parallelism of all the individual points, which 
can only gain an appearance of correctness by an arbitrary narrowing or extend- 
ing of the ideas and their applications. —It is worthy of remark that the series 


begins with icc and ends with zyéen; in that, then, ver. 11 points to the 
fatare; iawis is added, so that the well-known triad is here alluded to (Schott). 
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else, since the object with which it is to be taken is always 
to be thought of as the end, and that even in the more loose 
connection in which eds is equal to “with regard, with respect 
to.” (3) It is asomewhat idle, because a self-evident reflec- 
tion, that if knowledge produce the above-named virtues, it 
thereby manifests itself as a knowledge that is not inactive.’ 
It is also inaccurate to translate with Luther: “ where such 
is present in abundance in you, it will let you be neither 
idle nor unfruitful in the knowledge,” etc., for e’s is not equal 
to év. The verb xaOiornwe denotes in connection with an 
adjective: reddere, to make into, to set one up as; cf. Pape, s.v.; 
and the preposition e¢s expresses the direction, so that the 
thought is: those virtues make you (or more exactly, place 
you as) active and fruitful with regard to knowledge, 2.e. by 
them you are advanced with regard to knowledge; cf. Col. 1. 
10: év ravtt épyw aya0d Kaprodopoiytes Kal avEavopevor 
els THY ériyvoow tod Oecod (cf. Meyer in loc.); de Wette: 
“The author considers all these virtues only as steps to the 
knowledge of Jesus Christ; and this knowledge he regards not 
merely as theoretical, but as one to be obtained practically, 
a living into Him, and, at the same time, perfect ;” thus, too, 
Briickner, Fronmiiller, Steinfass. 

Ver. 9 gives in negative form an explanation of the pre- 


ceding verses.—@ yap yu) wapeote tadra] antithesis to 
TadTa ... WAeovdbovra, ver. 8. The possession of these 


graces furthers knowledge, for he who does not possess them 
is tudAds, that is, in so far as he is, and remains, without 
the true knowledge of Jesus Christ. 7) is explained thus, 
that the idea which lies at the basis is: “he who is so con- 
stituted, that he is without these virtues” (Hofmann), or so 
that he must be judged as being without them.? — tudrds 
3 i? tf ee My 
éo7t, puwoTdfov] pvwrafew (a7. rey.) means: to be a pvtory, 
ae. one short-sighted:° accordingly puwmdfov serves more 

1 This third reason also contradicts Hofmann’s interpretation, which he expresses 
thus: ‘‘ The believer possesses the knowledge of Christ. If then, in aiming at 
it, he be neither inactive nor unfruitful, he makes this aiming the rule of all his 
actions, but so that they should be its work, its fruit.” 

* Schott unwarrantably maintains, on the interpretation of ver. 8 here adopted, 


that the translation must be: “he becomes blind.” 
8 Aristotle interprets sec. 81: wowrdZovess: of ix yieris rh wdy iyyis 
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nearly to define the term tuddds as one who can see only 
what is near, not what is far off. Schott correctly explains 
puoTagoy by “weak-sighted.” The older commentators, 
following Oecumenius, for the most part take puwmdfeuw 
as synonymous with tufdAwrrew; thus Calvin, Hornejus, etc. ; 
but the identification in meaning of these two terms cannot be 
justified, whilst it gives rise to an intolerable tautology. The 
translation of the Vulgate: manu tentans (similarly Erasmus : 
manu viam tentans; Luther: “and gropes with the hand ;” 
Calvin: manu palpans), has arisen probably from the gloss: 
anradov, perhaps with reference to Deut. xxviii. 28, 29; 
Isa. lix. 10. Wolf interprets the word, after Bochart 
(Hierozoic 1. 1. c. 4), by xapptew oculos claudere;* but 
pvoravew is not derived from puew tas @mas, but from 
ptovr. A puto, however, is not one who arbitrarily closes 
his eyes, but one who, from inability to see far enough, is 
obliged to blink with his eyes, in order to see a distant 
object. The same apples to Dietlein, who translates: “one 
who closes his eyes,’ by which he conceives a voluntary: 
closing of the eyes, precisely that which is opposed to the 
meaning of the word. If, then, wvwmrdfwv mean a short- 
sighted person, the question arises: What is that near at 
hand which he sees, and that far off which he does not see ? 
The first expression is generally understood as applying to 
earthly, and the second to heavenly things. Hofmann, on 
the other hand, explains: “he sees only what is present to 
him: that he is a member of the Christian church; but how 
he has become so, that lies outside his horizon.” Here, how- 
ever, the first thought is purely imported, and the second has 
only an apparent justification in the clause which follows. — 
AROnv NaBov] ar. rey. equal to oblitus; Vulgate: oblivionem 
accipiens ; cf. dropynow AaBav, 2 Tim. i. 5 (cf. Joseph. Ant. 
ii. vi. 9; Wetstein, Losner, Krebs in loc.); taken strictly, the 
translation is: “having received the Oy.” Hofmann justly 
remarks : that this aoristic clause is not only co-ordinate with 


Batmrovess, rae dt 2% dmorracsws ody spwyres’ varia 38 warxoucw of yepayres Trois 
puwmalovow’ re yup iyyis wn spares roa roppubey BALmovor. 
1 Typacs wuwrawy is dicitur, qui ideo caecus est, quia sponte claudit oculos, 
ut ne videat. 
1 Peter. U 
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the preceding, but is added to it by way of explanation. He 
is wrong, however, when he thinks that it is intended to 
elucidate pvwmateov. By it the author refers not to the con- 
sequences (Steinfass, and formerly here), but rather to the reason 
of the blindness, or, more strictly, short-sightedness, which 
manifests itself in the want of the Christian graces. Dietlein 
arbitrarily emphasizes this forgetting as a voluntary act. 
This is justified neither by the expression itself nor by the 
connection of thought.— Tod xaBapicpod Tov mara, adTod 
dpaptnudtwv] “the (accomplished) cleansing from the former 
sins;” not as Winer formerly, in the 5th ed. p. 214, con- 
jectured: “the purification, ze. the removal of sins ;” cf. Heb. 
i. 3. As mddav shows, cafap. does not here mean a con- 
tinuous (to be obtained by repentance perhaps, etc.), but a 
completed process. Not, however, the (ideal) ka@apsopos 
of sins for the whole world of sinners, accomplished through 
Christ’s death on the cross ;—atrod is opposed to this; but 
the cleansing, i.e. forgiveness, procured by the individual in 
baptism (thus to Briickner, Schott, Hofmann; Wiesinger less 
aptly applies it to the calling), so that mdAav denotes the 
time preceding baptism; cf. 1 Cor. vi. 11. 

Ver. 10. Resumption of the exhortation. — 6d padrrov] 
$06 is usually taken as referring to the truth expressed in 
vy. 8, 9, and wadAov interpreted as equal to “all the more.” 
The meaning is then: that this truth should still more incite 
to zeal (thus Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.). Dietlein, 
on the other hand, takes waAov as “ ushering in an antithesis,” 
equal to “rather ;” thus also Hofmann. The former supplies 
the thought: “instead of following a virtueless endeavour 
after a so-called éwiyvwots,” for which, however, in the context 
there is no warrant. The latter more correctly applies it to 
what immediately precedes, in this sense, “the readers should 
do the opposite of that which Peter calls a forgetting that 
they have received the pardon of sin.”* That the particle 
“arXov frequently expresses an antithesis cannot be denied ; 
cf. 1 Cor. v. 2: but as little can it be questioned that it may 

* Hofmann interprets 3 in harmony with his conception of ver. 2: ‘¢ for 


this reason, because he only, who is possessed of the aforenamed graces, is 
capable of putting his knowledge into practice.” 
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serve to express intensification; cf. Meyer on 2 Cor. vii. 7. 
In this way both interpretations are possible. Still that 
which is usually given appears to be preferable, inasmuch 
as it seems more natural to apply the very significant thought 
of this verse to vv. 8, 9, than only to the subordinate idea 
immediately preceding. — adergoi] makes the exhortation 
more urgent. — omovddoate . . . toveioOat] The exhortation 
here points back to ver. 5: omovdnv a. Twapeevéyx. The 
relations of «Ajows and éxrXoyn are thus stated by Gerhard : 
vocatio, qua in tempore ad regnum gratiae vocati estis; electio, 
qua ab aeterno ad regnum gloriae electi estis; in like manner 
Wiesinger, Fronmiiller, etc.; cf. Liinemann also on 1 Thess. 
i. 4. But éxdoy7 can also denote the election effected by the 
Kdjows, 2.¢. the separation of those who are called from the 
world, and the translation of them into the kingdom of God. 
And this latter view is supported not only by the position in 
which the two ideas stand to each other, but by the connection 
of thought (Grotius, Briickner, Schott, Hofmann*); for the 
summons feBaiav mroveioAa, can apply only to something 
which has been realiter accomplished in man, not to the 
decree of God in itself unchangeable and eternal. For this reason 
Calvin feels himself compelled unwarrantably to paraphrase 
omrovd. BeB. . . . TovicGas by: studete ut re ipsa testatum 
fiat, vos non frustra vocatos esse, imo electos.? — For BePaiar, 
cf. Heb. iii. 6, 14. The making sure takes place then, when 
the Christians, by a conduct such as is directed in wv. 5, 8, 
do their part to remain the called and elected people; the 
opposite of this is expressed in ver. 9.— The reading: va dia 
TOV Kadav tpav éEpywv Be. «.7.r. reproduces the thought 
in substance correctly. — tadra yap movovytes] Tavra refers 
not to the foregoing virtues, as Hofmann thinks, but to that 
which immediately precedes; “the plural shows that the 
apostle considered this making sure a very many-sided act” 
(Dietlein). — od pi) mraicnté mote] mra‘ev means in Jam. 
ii, 10, iii, 2: “to offend” (Vulg.: non peccabitis); here as in 


1 Grotius : date operam, ut et vocatio quae vobis contigit per evangelium et 
electio eam secuta, qua facti estis Dei populus, ratae sint. 

2 Besser too is wrong: ‘‘ the apostle exhorts in these words, that what is stable 
with God, be also stable with us.” 
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Rom. xi. 11: “to forfeit salvation ;” thus also Hofmann. 
It is unjustifiable to combine the two ideas (de Wette: 
“to fall and so to fail of salvation”). The double negation 
ov yu, and the zoré placed at the end, strengthen the 
statement. 

Ver. 11. oftw yap] Resumption of the tadrta covobvtes ; 
Dietlein’s interpretation is erroneous: “ precisely when ye in all 
humility renounce every arrogant striving after distinction ;” for 
there is no reference here to any such striving. — mAovelws 
ereyopnynOncerar vpiv 1% eloodos eis x.7.r.] The conjunction 
of elcodos and mrovolws éruyopnynOjcerae is surprising. It 
is incorrect to attribute to wAovelms a meaning different from 
that which it always has (thus Grotius: promptissimo Dei 
affectu; Augusti: “in more than one way”). It is, however, 
also erroneous to make qAouc. émeyop. apply not to e/codos 
itself, but to the condition which is entered upon after the 
elcodos, “the higher degree of blessedness” (de Wette).* 
émtyop. represents the entrance into the eternal kingdom of 
Christ as a gift; wdovolws as a gift abundantly; in so far as 
that entrance is not in any way rendered difficult, or even 
hindered ; the opposite is the modus, 1 Pet. iv. 18. Schott is 
not quite accurate in applying Aovciws to the “secure 
certainty of the entrance.” Wiesinger adopts both the inter- 
pretation of Gerhard: divites eritis in praemiis coelestibus, 
and that of Bengel: ut quasi cum triumpho intrare possitis. 
Dietlein here inaptly brings in with émvyopyy. “the conception 
of a chorus in solemn procession.” It is to be noted that as 
émvyopnyjaate, ver. 5, points back to Sedepnrae in ver. 4, so 
does this émvxopnynOjceras here to émeyopyyjcate. The 
Christian’s gift in return must correspond with the gift of 
God, and the return-gift of God again with that of the 
Christian. 

Ver. 12. 6:6] not: “therefore, because the whole duty 
consists precisely in the not forgetting” (Dietlein), for no 
expression was given to any such thought here, but: because 


1 Steinfass : ‘‘ This passage treats of the way, of the admission to it, and not 
of the blessedness which awaits the believer at the end of it.” He is right, only 
that it is not even the way that is treated of, but merely the admission (or more 
correctly, the entrance) to it. 
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to him alone,’ who in the supplying of virtues reaches an ever 
more complete knowledge of Christ, is an entrance into the 
everlasting kingdom of Christ ministered. — pedrjow] The 
same form elsewhere only in Matt. xxiv. 6 ; de Wette interprets 
it here: “I will ever have a care ;” Schott translates: “I will 
always be in the position ;” but there is nothing which renders 
necessary here a translation different from that in the other 
passage. Hofmann justly says that it is a circumlocution 
for the future of drropipynoKewv, as in Matt. for dxovew, and 
that de¢ must be joined with weAdjow, — Luther, following the 
Rec. ob dpedjow: “therefore I will not cease.” — rept 
tovTwy] 7c. of all that which has been already mentioned. 
It is not to be limited to any one thing; and therefore not, 
with de Wette, to “the kingdom of God and its future ;” nor, 
with Wiesinger, to “the manifestation of faith in its fruits ;” 
and still less can tovtwy be understood, with Hofmann, of the 
virtues mentioned in vy. 5-7. In this verse the author 
promises his readers that he will deé, ic. at every time, as the 
opportunity presented itself (Hofmann in all probability 
incorrectly: “when I address you”), remind them of this. 
By what means is not said; but that he does not refer to this 
epistle is shown by the so strongly expressed future. — xaizep 
«idétas] Calvin: Vos quidem, inquit, probe tenetis, quaenam 
sit evangelii veritas, neque vos quasi fluctuantes confirmo, sed 
in re tanta monitiones nunquam sint supervacuae: quare 
nunquam molestae esse debent. Simili excusatione utitur 
Paulus ad Rom. xv. 14. Cf. also 1 John ii. 21; Jude 5. 
— Kat éotnpuypévovs ev TH Tapoton adnOela] “and made 
firm, Le. are firm in,” etc.; not: “although ye are supported, 
i.e. have won a firm position by standing on the present truth” 
(Dietlein). év 7H wap. adn. is the complement of éornp., and 
states not the means by which, but the object in which, the 
readers have become firm.— mapovon stands here in the 
same sense as Tod tapovtos (that is, evayyedlov) els tas, 


1 Hofmann takes exception to this ‘‘only;” wrongly ; for although the apostle 
merely says : ‘‘that he who would live up to his exhortations would undoubtedly 
find an entrance open to the everlasting kingdom of Christ ;” still, that is as 
much as to say that he who does not do so will not find that entrance ; con- 
sequently the ‘‘ only” is understood of itself. 
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Col. i 62 De Wette, with not quite strict accuracy, 
interprets apovon as equal to mapadobeicn, Jude 3. 
Vorstius, Bengel, etc., incorrectly take it as referring to the 
fulfilment in the gospel of the Old Testament promises; and 
Schott, instead of to truth in an objective sense, “to the 
relation of fellowship with God, in which they stood as 
Christians.” 

Vv. 13,14. Stkacov S€ Ayoduar] “I consider tt right and 
reasonable” (Dietlein: “as a duty”); cf. Phil. i. 7; ver. 14 
states the reason.—éd’ dcov eiul év TotT~ TO oKNVOpaTL] 
oxnvopa, like oxjvos, 2 Cor. v. 1, “the tabernacle,” a figurative 
designation of the human body ; cf. Wisd. ix. 15: 1d yeddes 
oxjvos. There can hardly be here any direct reference to 
the nomadic life in tents (Hornejus). — Sieyelpew studs év 
tropvnoet] “to stir you up by reminding you, i.e. to encourage 
you.’ The same combination takes place in chap. ii. 1; 
dveyetperv is to be found elsewhere only in the Gospels, and 
there in its strict signification. — év dropyyjces points back to 
broplpynoKke in ver. 12, which, in the aim of it, dceyelpew 
serves to define more nearly. In de Wette’s opinion, these 
words are written with special reference to the advent of 
Christ; but there is nothing to indicate any such limitation 
of them. It cannot, with Dietlein, be concluded that this 
letter is linked on to the First Epistle of Peter, from the 
circumstance that in 1 Pet. v. 8, 9, ypnyopjcare is to be 
found followed by orepeot.— Ver. 14. eiSés] “since I 
know,’ gives the reason for the Sikacov ayodpmar, ver. 13.— 
bre Taywn eoTw y andGects TOD oknYdpaTOs wou] The expres- 
sion dmdGects is to be explained by “a mingling of the figure 
of a garment and that of a tent” (de Wette).— rayw7 is 
taken by most commentators (as also by Wiesinger and 
Briickner) to mean “soon.” Accordingly some (de Wette, 
Fronmiiller, and others) think that in the subsequent words 
the writer does not refer to the prediction of Christ contained 
in John xxi. 18 ff, but to a later revelation vouchsafed to 
Peter (such as is mentioned by Hegesippus, De Excid. Jero- 
solym. iii. 2, and by Ambrose, Hp. 33); but Bengel already 


1 Steinfass says: ‘The antithesis to rapoven is Peter’s absence ;” it is hardly 
probable that the writer thought of this antithesis. 
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translated taxw7} éorw correctly by repentina est; observing : 
Praesens; qui diu aegrotant, possunt alios adhuc pascere. 
Crux id Petro non erat permissura. Ideo prius agit, quod 
agendum erat." In chap. ii. 1 also, taywés means “ sudden, 
swift” (Vulg. velox), not “soon.” Peter says here that he 
will end his life by a sudden (ie. violent) death; so too 
Steinfass, Schott, Hofmann; the adjective Taxwy states, not 
the time, but the manner of the dmo@ecus. Accordingly the 
assumption of a later revelation has no foundation in this 
passage.” — The particle «ad after xaOds, for the most part left 
annoticed, shows that the words xaOws «.7.r. are added in 
confirmation of Peter's certainty as to his sudden death, equi- 
valent to “even as indeed.” With édyracer, cf. 1 Pet. i. 11. 
Ver. 15. orrovddaw 8€ Kai | “but I will, morcover, also zealously 
take care, that ;” kai connects this sentence with ver. 13; it 
belongs to ozovddew, not to what follows.— éxdorore] ar. 
rey. “on every occasion,” quotiescunque usus venerit (Bengel) ; 
it belongs to éyew «.7.A., and must not be connected with 
oTrovddcw, — éxew twas ,.. TovetcOar] The construction of 
omovodafew with the accus. cum inf. only here ; éyew with the 
infinitive means: “to be able.”—rhv prnunv roreicOar, here 
only: “to call up the memory (recollection) of this,’ that is, 
in you; similarly pyetav rovetofav (Rom. i. 9; Eph. i. 16, 
etc.). — rovTwy as in ver. 12. Dietlein, altogether arbitrarily, 
understands it of the memory of the history of Christ as He 
appeared in the fleshPeter promises to his readers, that as 
it was his intention in ver. 12 to remind them of the truths 
stated in vy. 3-11, he would also endeavour that after his 
death they should always be able to remember them. By 
what means he would do this is in this passage as Little 
stated as in the perrAjow.. . duds bropmipyyncKew, ver. 12. 
The reference here is not to the first and second epistles;* this 


1 Besser: ‘The Lord had communicated to him that a quick and sudden 
putting off of the tabernacle of the body awaited him.” 

? Even if cayi7 meant ‘‘soon,” it would not be necessary to understand this 
here; for as John xxi. 18 expressly says: ¢ra» 0: yspérns, Peter could, if 
writing this epistle in his old age, appeal to those words of Christ as corrobo- 
rating his expectation of a speedy death. 

3 Dietlein: ‘‘ Peter finds it necessary, in the first place, to stir up their 
remembrance during his lifetime, and secondly, to secure it for the time after 
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in like manner is opposed by the future erovddow. The words 
8é xai following on omovddew seem to imply that the author 
would do something else besides the brouipyjoKew, whereby 
his readers after his death would be put in a position to 
remember what he had now written to them. This additional 
something may, however, be regarded as the éxew vpas... 
tiv TovTaY pvhunv TovetoOas itself in relation to tas vrro- 
pipyyjokev; that is to say, the latter states what he, the 
former what they, should do. It is most probable that the 
author in meAAjow vropipyjcKe and omovddcw expresses 
his intention of continuing for the future also to write to his 
readers as time and opportunity presented themselves. It is 
entirely arbitrary to take the promise as referring to copies of 
his letters (de Wette), or to the composition of the Gospel of 
Mark, which is supposed to have been done under Peter’s 
superintendence (Michaelis, Pott, Fronmiiller, etc.), or to the 
appointing of faithful teachers, cf. 2 Tim. ii. 2. 

Ver. 16. od yap cecodicpévors ptOos éEaxorovOnoavtes | 
yap shows that this verse, in which allusion is made to the 
erroneous teachers, gives the reason for the crovddow. The 
connection of thought is perfectly plain, so soon as it is 
observed that all that has gone before has been said in close 
relation to the “ promises” (ver. 4). — cecodiopévars uvOors, 
Luther inexactly : “clever fables ;” cog/Gecv means in 2 Tim. 
il. 15: “to make wise ;” this meaning is inappropriate here ; 
in the classics it occurs in the sense: “to contrive cleverly ;” 
thus Aristophanes, Nub. 543: del xawas id€as copifopar ; 
accordingly cecod. wdOou are: “cleverly contrived fables ;” Pott: 
fabulae ad decipiendos hominum animos artificiosae excogitate 
atque exornatae ;* cf. chap. ii. 3, wAaorol Aoyou. The inter- 
pretation of Aretius is, on the other hand, incorrect: fabulae 
falsam habentes sapientiae et veritatis speciem. The expres- 
sion pvGor is to be found in the N. T. only here and in the 


his death ; he wishes to provide for the latter also, at all times, é.e. he will not 
stop short at the epistle he has already written, but will make use of the 
present opportunity for writing a second.” 

* Dietlein thinks that the expression ceregiexévois contains a double reproach, 
z.c. not only by the termination sZ«, but also in as far as the word osg/« means 
what is bad ; however, the termination sZ«v is by no means always used in a 
bad sense, nor does copia in itself mean what is bad, except only in connection 
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Pastoral Epistles. As the author makes no special allusion 
of the kind, it is at least doubtful if he refers to any definite 
myths; either those of the heathen with reference to the 
appearances of the gods upon earth (Oecumenius, Estius, Bengel, 
etc.), or to those of the Gnostics as to the emanation of the 
aeons (Dietlein), or to the Gnostic myth of the Sophia (Baur), 
or to the apocryphal legends of the birth and childhood of 
Christ, especially in the Hv. Infantiae Jesu (Jachmann), or to 
false myths as to Christ embellished in the spirit of the 
Jewish Messianic beliefs (Semler), or “apocryphal, didactic, 
and historical traditions, as these were appended by a later 
Judaism to the histories of the O. T., especially to the most 
ancient” (Schott, similarly Steinfass), or to the practice of 
heathen lawgivers, who, according to Josephus, appropriated 
to themselves the fables of popular belief, borrowing from them 
their accounts of the gods (Hofmann). The words express, 
indeed, an antithesis, but this is of an entirely general kind; 
either in order to bring out that the apostolic preachers are 
not like those others who seek the support of myths,—perhaps 
with special reference to the false teachers alluded to in chap. 
ii. and iii,—or, what is less probable, in order to meet the 
reproaches of these teachers (Wiesinger), and the contrast 
serves to give the more prominence to the positive statement. 
— é£axorov0yncavtes| The verb, besides here, only in chap. 
ii. 2 and 15. The preposition é& does not precisely indicate 
the error (Bengel), but only the going forth from a particular 
point; in common usage, however, this secondary meaning 
often entirely recedes; cf. the passage below, quoted from 
Josephus, Ant. prooem. § 4. By this negative statement the 
author denies not only that his message was based on myths, 
but that in it he followed a communication received from 
others (Schott). — éyvepicapev byiv tiv tod Kup. ty. I. Xp. 
Siva «. Tapovotay] Several interpreters understand this of 


with cod xdcmouv rovrov (1 Cor. i. 20), dvbpwxrivn (1 Cor. ii. 18), etc. Besides, 
cogiZey is mostly employed so as to contain the secondary meaning of cleverness 
(see Pape, s.v.); consequently Hofmann is wrong in rendering seregicptvos 
simply by ‘‘ conceived,” asserting that the word means nothing else. Cf. with 
our passage Joseph. Ant. prooem. 4: of piv arro1 vopoberas ois pibos 2eano- 
Rovbicavres rav apumivay cmuprnudruv tis Tors Gears TH Royw chy alogdvny 


peridncuy %.7.2,— 
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the First Epistle of Peter; in which case the plural is sur- 
prising, for the author had already spoken of himself in the 
singular. Hofmann’s objection to this view is, that although 
in his former epistle Peter refers to the power and coming of 
Christ, he did not first make it known to the readers. But 
the passages 1 Cor. xv. 1 and Gal. i. 11, show that yvapi few 
may also be used of a proclamation, the substance of which 
had already been communicated to those to whom it was 
made. Many commentators take the words as referring to 
the whole preaching of the apostles, understanding div, not 
of the readers specially, but of the Gentile-Christians generally ; 
thus Wiesinger, and more decidedly Hofmann. It must be 
observed, however, in opposition to this, that yevnOévres and 
the subsequent 7pels nrovoapey must refer to the same subject 
as éyvwplicapev. The most probable explanation is, that the 
author, remembering that he was not the only witness of the 
transfiguration, passed from the singular to the plural, and in 
so doing made use of div in its extended sense. — mapovoia 
is not here the nativitas Christi, His human birth (Vatablus, 
Erasmus, Hornejus, Pott, Jachmann, etc.), nor “ His presence 
during the time He appeared on earth” (Schmid); but, in 
harmony both with the N. T. usage (chap. iii. 4; Matt. xxiv. 
3,27; 1 Cor. xv. 23; 1 Thess. ii. 19, etc.) and the connec- 
tion of thought (vv. 4,17, iii. 4): the return of Christ to 
judgment (Estius, Semler, Knapp, Dietlein, de Wette-Briick- 
ner, Hofmann, and the more modern interpreters generally *). 
Sdvapis, however, denotes the fulness of might of the glorified 
Lord, as it will be more especially revealed in His srapovcia. 
It is not correct to combine both ideas into one, and with 
Hornejus to explain: potens adventus; or with Bengel: 
majestas praesentissima.— GAN’ érdmras . . . poeyadesdTnTOs| 
An antithesis, affirmatively stated, to what goes before. 
énomTns, am. Aey. (1 Pet. ii, 12, iii, 2: évomredw), is the 
term. techn. for him who had reached the highest degree 
of initiation into the Eleusinian mysteries. Keeping to this, 
Bengel here interprets: ad intima arcana admissi; de Wette, 
too, thinks that the expression has here the secondary meaning 


1 Fronmiiller only interprets: ‘‘ His appearing with miraculous powers in the 
flesh, along with His expected appearance in glory.” 
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of being initiated, of intimacy. It is no doubt chosen pur- 
posely with reference to the fact that the peyaredrns of 
Christ, which Peter and the other two disciples beheld, was a 
mystery hidden from the others. Grotius, Pott, and others take 
it as synonymous with adtomrys, Luke i. 2. The connection 
demands that érorrau yevnOévres should be referred to the 
fact of the transfiguration (ver. 17). Hofmann is wrong in 
supposing that Peter here thought of the appearance of the 
Risen One and His ascension. The assertion is refuted not 
only by the close connection in which ver. 17 stands to this 
verse, but by the word peyadevorns, which in no sense is 
expressive only of “greatness.” As the form in which Jesus 
showed Himself to His disciples after His resurrection was 
the same as that in which they had seen Him before it, they 
were not then in any way éomras of his peyadeorns; nor 
is there the slightest hint that there is here allusion to any 
fact other than that mentioned in the following verse. — tis 
éxeivou peyadeoTnTtos| that is, the glory in which at His 
transfiguration Christ showed Himself to the three disciples. 
Incorrectly Calvin: exemplum unum prae aliis eligit memo- 
rabile, in quo Christus coelesti gloria ornatus conspicuam 
divinae magnificentiae speciem tribus discipulis praebuit. 
The apostle rather regards the transfiguration glory of Christ 
as the type—and therefore the proof—of the glory of Christ 
at His mrapovaia. 

Ver. 17. AaBav yap... dd€av] yap: “that is;” explana- 
tion of the immediately preceding: émdmrau yevnOévtes. The 
participle does not require any such supplement as %y or 
érvyyave, nor is it put instead of the finite verb. For the 
principal thought is, not that Christ was transfigured, but 
that Peter was a witness of this transfiguration, which was 
typical of the dvvayus cal rapovoia of Christ. The finite 
verb belonging to the participle AaS8ev is wanting. Its 
absence is most naturally accounted for by supposing, that 
the addition of dwvijs éveyOetons «.7.r. caused the author to 
forget to notice that he had not written é\aBe ydp. How 
after writing AaBev he intended to proceed, cannot be 
definitely said; what is wanting, however, must be supplied. 
from that which goes before, not from what follows. Winer, p. 


e: 
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330 [E. T. 442], incorrectly supplies the necessary complement 
from ver. 18, since he says that Peter should have continued : 
Auas elye tavtny tiv paviy axovcavtas, or in a similar 
manner. But it is still more arbitrary to borrow the supple- 
ment from ver. 19 (as is done by Dietlein and Schott). — 
mapa Qeod matpos| watyp is applied here to God in His 
relation to Christ, with reference to the subsequent 6 vids 
poov. — tyunv xat So€av] “Honour and glory,” as in Rom. i. 
7,10; do€a denotes not the brightness of Christ’s body at 
the transfiguration (Hornejus, Gerhard, etc. Steinfass would 
understand both expressions of the shining figure of Christ). 
Hofmann is unwarranted in finding in AaBey «.7.r. a con- 
firmation of his opinion that it is the resurrection and ascension 
that are here referred to, inasmuch as God first conferred 
honour and glory upon Christ, by raising Him from the dead 
and exalting Him. To this it may be said that by every act 
of God which testified to His glory, Christ received typ) 
kal So€a, i.e. “honour and praise.” — davis eveyGeions abT@ 
towaade] states through what Christ received “honour and 
praise :” the expression gwv) pépetai ti, here only; Luke 
ix. 35, 36, pwr ylyverar; so also Mark i. 11; Luke iii, 22 
(ef. John xii. 28, 30); ad7@: the dative of direction, not: in 
honorem ejus (Pott). — td ris weyadomperrods Sons] bro is 
neither equivalent to “accompanied by” (Wahl), nor to “ from 

. out of ” (Winer, 5th ed. p. 442 f.): the preposition, even 
where in local relations it inclines to these significations, 
always maintains firmly its original meaning: “under ;” here, 
as generally in passives, it signifies “ by;” thus, too, Winer, 
6th ed. p. 330 [E. T. 462], 7th, 346: “when this voice was 
borne to Him by the sublime Majesty.” + peyadorpemis 
(Gm. Ney.) SO€a means neither heaven nor the bright cloud 
(Matt. xvii. 5);1 it is rather a designation of God Himself 
(Gerhard, de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, Fronmiiller, Hof- 
mann); similarly as, in Matt. xxvi. 64, God is called by the 
abstract expression 1) Svvauis. With peyadorpemns, cf. Deut. 
Xxxill, 26, LXX. — obrds éorw 6 vids wou 6 dyarntos| So in 

"Schott, indeed, interprets 4x6 correctly, but yet thinks that sjis ziyar. dens 


means the cloud; ‘‘not indeed the cloud in itself, but as the manifestation 
which God gave of Himself” (!). 
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Matthew; only with the addition avtod dxovere, and instead 
of eis 6v: “éy @.” In Mark ix. 7 and Luke ix. 35 (where, 
instead of ayaznrtos, there is “ ékedeypévos”), the words els dv 
éyo evdoxnoa are entirely wanting. The reading adopted 
by Tisch. 7: 6 vids pov 6 ayarntos pov ovTOs éoTt, corre- 
sponds to none of the accounts in the Gospels; cf. with it the 
O. T. quotation from Isa. xlii. 1 in Matthew (chap. xii. 18): 
0 mais wou... 0 ayamnTos pov, eis Ov evddxnoev 1) uy pov. 
— The construction of edvdoxety with ets does not occur else- 
where in the N. T.; there is no warrant for the assertion that 
ets points “to the historical development of the plan of salva- 
tion” (!) (Dietlein). 

Ver. 18. cat tavtny... évexOeicav; the author is anxious 
to show prominently that he has been an ear-witness of that 
divine voice, as well as an eye-witness of the peyadeorns of 
Christ. — é€ ovpavod évey@. is added by way of emphasis, in 
order to lay stress on the fact that Christ received that testi- 
mony directly from heaven. — év 7@ éper TH ayiw] From the 
epithet 76 dy/@ it must not, with Grotius, be concluded that 
the reference here is to the hill on which the temple stood, 
and that what is alluded to is not the transfiguration, but the 
incident recorded in John xu. 28. Without any reason, 
de Wette asserts that that epithet (instead of which Matt. 
xvii. 1 has: inpndov) betrays a view of the case more highly 
coloured with the belief in miracles than that of the apostles, 
and belonging to a later period; Calvin already gives the 
correct interpretation: montem sanctum appellat, qua ratione 
terra sancta dicitur, in qua Mosi Deus apparuit; quocunque 
enim accedit Dominus, ut est fons omnis sanctitatis, praesen- 
tiae suae odore omnia sanctificat; Dietlein: “the ‘in the 
holy’ is added, not to designate the mountain, but in order 
to distinguish it on account of this event;” so, too, Briickner 
and the modern commentators generally. 

Ver. 19. cal éyouev BeBawrepov tov mpopytixoy dAdyov] 
“and we have as one more stable (surer) the word of prophecy.” 
The second testimony for the glory of Christ in His second 
coming is “the word of prophecy.” ‘This Luther understands 
to mean the “gospel;” Griesbach: “New Testament pro- 
phecies;” Erasmus: “the heavenly testimony mentioned in 
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ver. 18.” But the connection with what follows shows that 
it is the Old Testament promises which are here meant. 
On the singular Bengel rightly says: Mosis, Esaiae et omnium 
prophetarum sermones unum sermonem sibi undequaque con- 
stantem faciunt; non jam singularia dicta Petrus profert, sed 
universum eorum testimonium complectitur; only that here 
reference is made specially to the promise with regard to the 
Sivas Kad rapovota of Christ. — The expression mpopyrteKds, 
besides here, only in Rom. xvi. 26: ypadal wpodytixa’.— 
The article tov marks this as a definite prophecy, well known 
to the readers. With regard to it the author says: éyowev 
BeBaidrepov; for the force of BéBaos, cf. especially Rom. 
iv. 16; Heb. ii. 2,9,17; 2 Cor.i.6. Pe8asdrepov is neither 
to be connected directly with the object, nor is the compara- 
tive to be taken as synonymous with the positive or with the 
superlative. Luther trebly inaccurate: “we have a stable 
prophetic word.” — How then is the comparative to be ex- 
plained? Oecumenius says by the relation in which the 
fulfilment stands to the promise, in this sense, that the truth 
of the latter is confirmed by the former, and that accordingly 
the prophetic word has now become more sure and stable 
than it was formerly (thus, too, Fronmiiller). But the promise 
here in question still awaits its fulfilment. De Wette’s view 
is more suitable. According to it, the comparative is put with 
reference to the event mentioned in vv. 17, 18, so that the 
thought would be: “and the prophetic word is more stable 
to us (now) from the fact that we saw and heard that” (thus, 
too, Schmidt, IT. p.213,Briickner, Dietlein, Schott’). Wiesinger 
combines this view with that of Oecumenius. There are 
objections to this view ; de Wette himself raises them: (1) That 
any more precise allusion to this sense by a vdy or an ék« 
tovrov is wanting ; (2) That in what follows the thought stated 
is neither held fast nor developed. These, however, are 
easily removed, when it is considered that there is no inten- 
tion here of giving prominence to the point of time, and that 
in what follows the reference is precisely to the prophetic word 

* Hofmann, too, interprets thus, only that he looks upon the fact, by which the 


word of prophecy is made “more sure,” not as being Christ’s transfiguration, 
with the divine testimony, but His resurrection and ascension. 
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confirmed by the above-mentioned fact; cf. Briickner. It is 
incorrect to take the comparative here as implying that the 
word of prophecy is placed higher than something else, for this 
could only be that event mentioned in vv. 16,171 But the 
very stress laid on it and on the éwomrae yevnOévtes tijs 
éxelvou meyadeloTnTos, is opposed to this view. How inappro- 
priate would it be, if in comparison with it the word of prophecy 
should be brought prominently forward as more stable and sure! 
The nominative to éyowev is not the apostles generally (against 
Hofmann), hardly either can it be Peter and his readers ; but, as 
the close connection of this verse with what precedes shows, 
the subject to éyouey is no other than that to jKovcapev. The 
author dees not, indeed, here appeal to any of Christ’s own pro- 
phecies of His second coming. But this isto be explained, not by 
assuming that these were unknown to him, nor because “ the 
rapid succession of the advent on the destruction of Jerusalem, 
foretold in them, had not taken place” (de Wette), but simply 
because the writer’s aim here was to point to the testimonies 
regarding Christ and what related to Him (and thus not to those 
of Christ Himself) (thus, too, Briickner).— @ Kadw&s croteire 
mpocéxovres] “whereunto to take heed, ye do well,” as Heb. ii. 1: 
“to give heed to something with a believing heart.” The 
searching into the word of prophecy is only the consequence of 
this. The same construction of cad. vrovety cum Part. Acts x. 
33; Phil. iv.14; 3 John 6 (Joseph. Ant. xi. 6.12: of [ypdp- 
pact Apdvov] Tomoate Kados pa) TpocéxovTEs). — Os UXVO 
gaivovre év advyynpe ToT@]| The comparative particle ds points 
to the nature and significance of the Aoyos wpod.; it is in the 
sphere of spiritual life, the same as a Avyvos in outward 
world of sense. — daivoyts, not: qui lucebat (Bengel) ; it is 
rather the present, an attribute of AWyv@. avypnpds (dim. Aey.), 
literally: parched, dry, then: dirty, dingy (opposed to Aap- 
mpos, Arist. de colorit.”) It is used with the latter meaning 
here. avypunpos Toros has indeed been explained as a desert, 


1 Steinfass, indeed, thinks that the wié« are referred to; Gerhard has already 
proved the incorrectness of this assumption. 

2 Hofmann’s entirely unwarranted assertion: “It is in vain to appeal to the 
fact, that in Aristotle aizpnpés occurs as antithesis to Aeurpés ; the antithesis to 
aauopoy there is cavprts ; on the other hand, adnpés, in its original meaning of 
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or a “place overrun with wild scraggy wood” (Hofmann) ; but 
this would make sense only if the idea of darkness or night were 
added in thought (as by Steinfass), for which, however, there 
is still no warrant. — éws od ucpa Suavydon] &ws ob (gene- 
rally construed with dv), c. conj. aorist, expresses the duration 
of the act until the arrival of a future event which is looked 
upon as possible; that is: “ wntil the day breaks,” ete., “not 
until the day shall have dawned” (de Wette), cf. Matt. x. 11, 
23, 39 ff. Some commentators (Bengel, etc., Schott too, and 
Hofmann) join és od with datvoyts; incorrectly ; it belongs 
rather to mpooéyovres, which in the context has the accent. 
Taken with gaivovts it would be a somewhat superfluous 
adjunct, if it be not at the same time applied, according to the 
thought, to mpocéxovtes, as is done by Dietlein, though without 
any linguistic justification. — dvavydfew, am. rAey., used fre- 
quently in the classics of the break of day, when the light shines 
through the darkness; Polyb. iii. 104: dma 7d dvavyalew. — 
Kat dwoddpos avatelin| paoddpos, dr. rey., is not meant to 
designate the sun (Hesychius, Knapp, etc.), but the morning 
star; many interpreters (Besser, etc.) incorrectly understand 
by it Christ. The adjunct cal dwodopos dvatethn serves only 
further to complete the picture—that of the morning which 
precedes the full day. — év tais kapSiats tudv] belongs not 
to mpocéyorvtes (Schott), far removed from it, to which it 
would form a somewhat dragging supplement ; nor is it to 
be taken with the subsequent TOUTO Tp@TOV YweooKovTEs 
(Hofmann). For, on the one hand, the observation that the 
reference here is to a heart knowledge, would have a meaning 
only if ywe@oxovtes contained an exhortation to such knowledge; 
and, on the other, the position of the words is opposed to this 
connection. Consequently év tats xapdiaus can be joined only 
with the clause immediately preceding, éws od x.7.r. (de Wette- 
Briickner, Wiesinger, Fronmiiller). As to the reference of 
the figure, commentators are much divided among them- 
selves. De Wette understands avypnpds romos of “the time 


‘dry,’ is antithetical to cziaBov ;” is contradicted by the passage itself to which 
he appeals, and which runs thus: wor? 3: dia@opdy xual rd Aawrpay 1 oriABoy sivecs 
7d puryviwsvoy 1 wodvavrion adxuenpov xad caupmis (Arist.: wep) xpuparov; Becker, 
II, 798) ; and how should ¢riaBos mean ‘‘ wet’? 
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previous to Christianity, which still continues for those who 
were not in the faith, and to whom the readers belonged.” 
But opposed to this is the fact that in vv. 1, 12, the author 
speaks of his readers as believing Christians. Gerhard (with 
whom Briickner formerly concurred) takes the reference to be 
to the former condition of the readers, when as yet they did 
not believe. Against this, however, is the present @ Karas 
movette mpocéxy. The only adequate meaning to attach to 
Tomos avy. is: the world in its present condition (Wiesinger, 
Briickner, in the 3d ed. of de Wette’s Commentary). The 
world is the dark place which is illumined only by the light 
of the divine (more precisely: the prophetic) word; therefore 
the Christians do well to give heed to this word, since otherwise 
they would be in darkness. In taking exception to this view, 
Hofmann says that it is “a mistake to identify the place where 
the light shines with that where those are, for whom it is lit 
up.” In his view the meaning should be, that to him who 
looks into the final future, to which the prophetic word points, 
this word will perform a service similar to that of a light in a 
... pathless region at night,—this service, namely, “that the 
believer does not stand helplessly before the future, which les 
before us like a confusion which is enveloped in night.” But 
against this explanation it must be urged, that the figure em- 
ployed by Peter would be appropriate only if the place in which 
the A\vyvos shines were compared with that in which the believers 
are, and that the reference to the uncertain future is purely 
imported. — The words: éws od «.7.X., show that for the be- 
liever another condition of matters will commence. The time 
when the day dawns in the hearts of the Christians, and the 
morning star arises, and when consequently they can do with- 
out the light, has been variously determined. According to 
Dorner, it is “a time within the development of the Christian 
life in the individual ; that time, namely, when what is matter 
of history shall become living knowledge, influencing entirely 
the whole life” (Lehre v. d. Pers. Christi, 2 ed. part I. p. 104). 
But such a separation of the development of the Christian life 
of his readers into two periods can the less be assumed here, 
that the author would thus accuse them of still possessing a 
purely outward Christianity, and it can hardly be supposed that 
x 
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he should have considered the word of prophecy as unnecessary 
for the advanced Christian. Early commentators already 
correctly applied the words to the Parousia. It is erroneous, 
however, to understand them of that event itself, for with the 
advent the morning passes into the perfect day. The point 
of time which Peter has in view is that immediately preceding 
the second coming, the time when the onmevov of the Son of 
man appears (Matt. xxiv. 30), when believers are to lift up their 
heads because their arroAvtpwaus draweth nigh (Luke xxi. 28), 
when accordingly the morning star which ushers in the day 
shall arise in their hearts ; similarly Wiesinger and Briickner.* 

Ver. 20. rotro mpatov yweoxovtes] TovTO refers not to 
anything said before, but to the clause following: dre «7.X.; 
cf. chap. iii. 3. — wp@tov, i. g. tp@tov tavtwv, 1 Tim. i. 1; 
erroneously Bengel: prius quam ego dico, anglicé: “ before 
that.” — ywoeoKovtes: “ whilst ye recognise, bring yourselves 
to the conscious knowledge that” (de Wette); cf. Jas. i. 3; 
Heb. x. 34. Without any warrant Pott supplies 6é, and 
takes the participle as equivalent to “de? ywooxew tbpas ;” the 
participle, as such, is rather to be joined closely to Kan. trovette 
mpocéy. By todto mp. yu. the author directs the attention 
of his readers to the point to which they in their rpocéyew 
(ver. 19) should pay special attention; what that is the words 
following say: 67s waca mpodnteia ... yiverat; Taca... ov 
is a Hebraism for ovdeuda, cf. Rom. iii. 20; 1 Cor. i. 29, ete. 
mpopynreia ypapys is undoubtedly to be understood of the 
prediction of the Old Testament, either the prophecy con- 
tained in Scripture, or that to which the Scripture gives 
expression. or the construction of yiveras c. gen., cf. Winer, 
p. 184 [E. T. 244]; Buttm. p. 142 ; according to Buttmann, the 
genitive definition of the thing with evar or yiverOax frequently 
denotes a permanent attribute ; thus here: prophecy is of such 
a kind that it, etc.; the more precise definition depends on the 
meaning of the words: édéas émriddcews. Instead of ériddcews, 

1 The difficulty of this verse is not diminished by the connection of the words 
ev x. xeepd. Ou. With wport., and of tus od 1 awtpa x.7.A. with @uivoves (Schott), since, 
if these words fws of are not to be almost meaningless, the question remains, what 
that morning is to which they refer. Schott, indeed, passes lightly over this 


difficulty by saying: ‘‘ It is left to the reader to transfer this metaphor correctly 
to the dawn of the future day of perfect consummation.” 
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Grotius would read: émnAvoews, and Heinsius: émededoews, 
so that the sense would be: the rpogpyreta non est res proprii 
impetus s. instinctus; but these changes have been justly 
rejected by Wolf already as arbitrary. Not less unwarranted 
is it to understand, with Hammond, éiAvous originally de 
emissione cursorum e carceribus, deducing therefrom the 
thought: that the prophets non a se, sed a Deo missi curre- 
rent ; or, with Clericus: de solutione oris ; or, with Lakemacher, 
to derive émidvous from ériretOw (érrépyopar), instead of from 
érevew, thus obtaining the idea: that prophecy is not accessus 
proprie aut talis, quae virtute quadam mentis humanae pro- 
pria et naturali proveniat et ad hominem quasi accedat (cf. 
Wolf im loc.). The notion that éridvois is equal to dissolutio 
(Hardt: omnis promissio non est dissolutionis sed indissolubilis, 
immutabilis, etc.; similarly Storr, Opp. II. 391 ff) has been re- 
futed already by Wolf.— ém/aAvous means : solution, explanation, 
interpretation ; thus Mark iv.34: éwivew; Gen. xl. 8, Aquila: 
émuAvopuevos (13), émidvows (NB); Gen. xli, 12, LXX., ac- 
cording to some codd.: Ta évirrvia tyudy, avOpl Kata TO évdTrvioy 
avtov eméducev, Phil. de vita contempl. p. 901 A.— Almost 
all expositors understand ézidvous as the interpretation of the 
mpopnteia made aforetime; but idias, however, has been 
variously applied—(1) It has been taken to refer to the mpo- 
gyreta itself; Werenfels (cf. Wolf): wpodyteia ov« eyev Tv 
éavTis érridvowy, that is, odK émidver EavTnv ; thus also Wahl, 
Dietlein, Briickner. The positive idea here to be supplied is: 
but “the interpretation is to be looked for only from God” 
(Briickner; Dietlein arbitrarily finds the further idea con- 
tained here, that prophecy must not be treated as allegory). 
(2) To the prophets themselves ; Oecumenius : 7Secav (06 mpo- 
pata) wey Kal cvviecay Tov KaTaTepTopmevov abtots mpopn- 
TLKOV AOYOV, OV péevTOL Kal THY éTiAvaW avTOdD éroLodYTO 
(similarly Knapp, de Wette); and the thought to be supphed 
here is: the interpretation is then not an easy, but a difficult 
matter (de Wette: “the author makes this remark in order 
to excuse the difficulty of the interpretation, and to take 
away the pretext for unbelief or scoflfing”). (3) To the readers 
or to man generally. This is the view most generally adopted ; 
it is that of Beda, Erasmus, Luther, Aretius, Gerhard, Pott, 
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Steiger, Schmid, Besser, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann, etc. ; 
and the positive thought to be supplied is: only the Holy 
Spirit can expound the prediction (Luther: “act accordingly, 
and do not think that you can interpret Scripture according 
to your own reason or cunning; Peter has forbidden it, you 
are not to interpret, the Holy Spirit must interpret, or it must 
remain uninterpreted”). But opposed to all these interpre- 
tations is—(1) The necessity of supplying the positive thought 
which really contains the point of the remark, but to which 
the apostle does not give expression; (2) The connection of 
thought, according to which ver. 20 is subjoined as a confir- 
mation of the @ Kadd@s moteite mpocéyovtes. If the thought 
here expressed were intended to give a caution with respect to 
the mpocéyerv, or to form, as Wiesinger says, a condition 
preliminary and necessary to it, this must in some way have 
been referred to. Besides, it must be noted that e¢vas or 
yiveo Oat, c. gen., implies a relation of dependence, and in such 
a way that the genitive denotes that on which something else 
depends." Now it may, indeed, be said that the “ understand- 
ing” of prophecy, but not that prophecy itself, depends on the 
interpretation of it. The rendering: “prophecy is not a 
matter of private interpretation” (or even: “it does not 
permit of private interpretation,’ Hofmann), takes too little 
account of the force of the genitive.? For these reasons ézri- 
Avo.s must necessarily be understood rather of an “ interpreta- 
tion” on which the wpoyteta is based, on which it depends. 
But this is the explanation of the problematic future itself, or 

1 Certainly, also, the above construction can merely express the relation of 
belonging to, as in Heb. xii. 11; but in that passage the ideas raidzia and yupuis 
(Avrns) stand in an altogether different relation to each other, from that in which 
xpopnreia here stands to txiavers. 

2 Hofmann’s remark is indeed very apodictic, that ‘the first of these counter 
reasons is null, and that accordingly the second is so too, because coire axparoy 
yiveoxovres means a perception, which must be combined with the attending to 
the word of prophecy . . . but a perception, the substance of which could only be 
expressed negatively, because meant only to guard the prophecy against an interpre- 
tation brought about by the conclusions of the individual intellect ;” but the objec- 
tion to this is the same as that to the second counter reason above. If the author 
wished the voir. . . yiveoxovres to be understood in the sense of guarding against, 
he would at least have added a 32. — It is not easy to understand why the author, 


if he had wished to express the thought which his words are supposed to contaia, 
did not write: Gr: iwiavors xpopnrsing ob yiverou i dvbpdmwy, OF something similar. 
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of the figure under which it presented itself to the prophets 
(thus, too, Gerlach and Fronmiiller).! The passage above cited 
makes the matter clear. Gen. xl. 8 : the words, in which Joseph 
predicted to the prisoners what lay before them, form the zpody- 
teia ; this presupposes an éz/Avous, interpretation, of the dream 
by Joseph, and of this Joseph says that it belongs to God. 
Thus, too, he speaks to Pharaoh: the interpretation is not in 
me, Gen. xli. 15, 16; cf. Dan. chap. ii.— The thought accord- 
ingly is this: no prophecy of Scripture arises out of, or depends 
on, private (of him who utters the prophecy) interpretation of 
the future. Taken thus, the verse stands in close and correct 
connection both with what precedes, for it states why the Ady. 
mpod. is BéBatos whereunto it is right to take heed, as unto a light 
in a dark place (namely, because it is based on no human inter- 
pretation); and at the same time with what follows, which 
serves to explain and confirm the thought (inasmuch as it more 
precisely defines the idea, and by the positive statement confirms 
the negation).? Briickner incorrectly, therefore, objects to this 
interpretation, that although it may be in harmony with ver. 21, 
it cannot with propriety be connected with ver. 19; and if 
Briickner and Wiesinger further urge against it that it arbi- 
trarily supplies the object of éiAvous, it must be replied, that 
object is rather supplied of itself out of the connection with 
mpopnteia. The present yiveras alone seems to be inappropriate, 
but this may be explained by supposing that the thought is 
conceived in the form of a general statement; this Briickner 
has recognised, whilst Wiesinger leaves it unnoticed.’ 

Ver. 21. ob yap Oedjpate av@peérov] These words corre- 
spond with the preceding (dias émid, od yiveras; “not from or 
by the will of aman ;” cf. Jer. xxiii. 26, LXX.: &ws moré éorae 

1 Bengel’s interpretation is similar: ixiaveis dicitur interpretatio, qua ipsi 
prophetae res antea plane clausas aperucre mortalibus, only that here no definite 
distinction is drawn between xpog. and iw iauci:. 

2 On the other hand, in the usual way of understanding this passage, ver. 21 
is most inappropriately connected with ver. 20, since no explanation is given of 
the idea that the interpretation of the prophecy, because it is not the work of 
man, can only be expected from the Holy Spirit. 

3 Steinfass thinks that the author refers to Daniel, chap. xii., and that iw/avais 
means the answer given in ver. 12 to Daniel’s question in ver. 8, by which the 
indefinite statement of time is definitely fixed. This singular opinion is, how- 
ever, contradicted by the single expression rac, 
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. v TH Tpogdntevew adrors TA Oedjpata THs Kapdlas abTav. 
— jvéxOn rote wpopyteia] Vulg.: allata est; the verb as in 
vv. 17, 18 (cf. also 2 John 10). De Wette’s translation : 
“igs delivered or uttered,” is inexact, inasmuch as the idea of 
a set discourse is not directly contained in the verb. Steinfass’s 
interpretation of mpod. is wrong from a linguistic point of view : 
“gift of prophecy.” — oré belongs closely to the negative ov, 
equal to “never.” The sense of the clause is: “the cause in which 
mpo¢yteca has its origin is not the free will of man, deter- 
mining itself thereto.” — GAN trd rvedpatos dylov Pepopevor 
«.7.r.| The form of this, which does not exactly correspond 
with that of the preceding clause, serves to bring into greater 
prominence the passivity of the prophets. — Pepopevos : “ borne 
along” (as by the wind, eg. the ship was driven, Acts xxvii. 
15,17). The impelling power is the rvetwa dysov. Joseph. 
Ant. iv. 6, 5, says of Balaam: 7@ Oelw@ mvedpate.. . Kexwn- 
pévos; cf. the expressions in the classics: Oeohopetcbar, Oeo- 
dopntos. Macrob. i. 23: feruntur divino spiritu, non suo 
arbitratu, sed quo Deus propellit. Calvin correctly remarks : 
impulsos fuisse dicit, non quod menti alienati fuerint (qualem 
in suis prophetis év@ovovacuoy fingunt gentiles), sed quia 
nihil a se ipsis ausi fuerint, tantum obedienter sequuti sunt 
Spiritum ducem.— €AdAncav] Hornejus: intellige tam voce, 
quam scripto. “Men it was who spoke; but their speaking 
had the active reason of its origin, and its starting-point in 
God” (Schott). — a7r6 @cod dvOpw7roz| In this expression, con- 
sidered to be genuine, do @cod denotes the starting-point of 
the speaking: “men spoke from God.” The prophets are thus 
significantly called simply dv@pwou, in reference to the avOpa- 
mov going before. They were but men; prophets they became 
only by the wvedua Ocod.' The Rec. dyvos Ocod dvOpwrros is 
only a cireumlocution for prophets, who are called dysou avOp. 
because they were in the service of God, inasmuch as they 
were the instruments of His rvedpua adyov, cf. 1 Tim. vi. 11. 

1 Into this verse also Dietlein inserts much that is foreign, by saying in ex- 
planation of it: ‘‘not only are man and God placed in-antithesis to each other, 
but over against the designs of man and the unreal world of human thoughts and 


conceptions (!) stands the Spirit of God, which so powerfully takes hold of the 


prophets only because that which He teaches possesses historical reality, or else 
will do so in time.” 
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VER. 2. docdyefoss | according to almost all authorities, instead of 
the Rec. adrurcias, which only occurs in some min. — Ver. 4. 
ozipais] Rec. after K L P, ete. (Tisch. 7); A B C8 (Lachm. 
Tisch. 8) have sepo%, where it 1s uncertain whether this is to be 
regarded as an uncommon form for ozpai; (perhaps by mistake), 
or another form for the more usual oipors (Pape: “ oipés, written 
also ceipés: a pit, specially for preserving corn”). The lect. is 
peculiar in A and &: osipo%s Cépo1s, in Which oespo%s is evidently 
an adjective, equal to “ hot.” Commentators take no notice of 
these various readings ; Reiche rejects them; so, too, Hofmann, 
who says simply, that the reading ofpos has no claim to atten- 
tion. — In place of the Lec. rergpyuévovg (in several min., Thph. 
Oec.), Griesb. Tittm. Tisch. (Reiche) have accepted rypoupévous, 
after B C* K L P.— Lachmann reads xoraCouévoug rnpsiv (AnG** 
x, etc., Syr. Erp. Copt. Vulg. etc.); this appears, however, to be 
taken from ver. 9; Tisch.: “fluxit e v. 9.”— Ver. 6. The 
word xuracrpopy is wanting in B C* 27, al., Copt.— Ver. 8. 6 
dizaioc| Lachm. omits 6, after B—without sufficient reason. — 
Ver. 9. Tisch. 7 reads cepacwot (Lec., according to almost all 
authorities) ; on the other hand, Tisch. 8 has rapaowéy, after &, 
corr. and several min. Tuischendorf’s observation on sesmpaowod: 
quod multo magis usu venit, does not justify the reading 
accepted by him in ed. 8.— Ver. 11. rup& xupiw] Rec. after 
BCK LPs, etc., Thph. Oec. (Tisch. 8). — Lachm. and Tisch. 7 
are hardly correct in omitting it; it is wanting in A, al., Syr. 
Erp. Vulg. etc. — Ver. 12. Instead of yeyewnuéve (fee. after A* 
BCP, al, m. ete., Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. 7), A** K Ls, al., read: 
yeyernseve. (Tisch. 8). Whilst the Rec. has guond before yey. (K L, 
al., pl. Oec.), Lachm. and Tisch. have placed it after yey. (A B 
CPx, al.), and rightly ; the transposition is easily explained by 
assuming that it was thought necessary to connect yeyewnueva 
directly with the: «is dawow belonging to it. Mill, without 
reason, regards yeyew. as a Scholion, which has come into the 
text by way of explanation of gvoimdé. Dietlein considers the 
Ree. to be the original reading. — xaraplapjoovras] Rec., after O** 
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K L, etc., Thph. Oec. (Griesb. Scholz); on the other hand, A B 
C Px (pr. m.), 7, al, Aeth. Arm. Syr. etc., support zai pdap7- 
soros (Lachm. Tisch.). This reading is to be preferred: xaé 
gives peculiar point to the idea; since this was overlooked, and 
zai only regarded as being in the way, it might easily have been 
changed into xara.— Ver. 13. dwdrais] Rec. after A*C K L 
Px, al., Copt. etc., Thph. Oec. (Griesb. Scholz, Tisch.). In its 
place A** B, Syr, Arr. Vulg. Ephr. etc., have dydrais; 
approved of by Erasmus, Luther, Camerarius, Grotius, ete. ; 
adopted into the text by Lachm.; though hardly justly, for in 
one passage (either here or Jude 12) drdéras, as de Wette also 
thinks, is probably the original reading ; if so, them rather here 
than in Jude, all the more that izé%y (in Jude) may be adapted 
to dyarus, but not so much airév; B has d&ydéwoss in both pas- 
sages; C, on the other hand, éréra:z, which is explained by the 
one having stood originally in the one passage, and the other in 
the other. Elsner, Wolf, Wetstein, Bengel, de Wette, and the 
modern commentators generally, are in favour of éréraig in this 
passage; so, too, Reiche.— Ver. 14. The reading moryarfas in 
Ak, several min., Copt. Vulg. etc., instead of pworyadridos, can 
only be looked upon as a correction for the sake of simplifica- 
tion. — anararadorous | fee. after C K L PX, etc. (Griesb. 
Scholz, Tisch.) ; instead of which Lachmann reads ézararcdorous, 
following A B,a word which does not occur elsewhere, and 
which Reiche accordingly declares to be an error in transcrip- 
tion ; Buttmann, p. 57, thinks it is not unlikely that the original 
reading was: zaramdorous, 1.€. “polluted, defiled,’ that then, by 
mistake, an «, perhaps taken from the previous xa, had been 
added, out of which dzaramadsorovs arose. The reading occurring 
in several min.: dxararadorov, gives indeed an appropriate 
meaning, but cannot be regarded as original. — rAcoveEiac] the 
reading attested by A B C K IL Pw, etc. (Griesb. Scholz, 
Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the Rec. rAzoveZiasc, Which is a mere 
correction. — Ver. 15. Tisch. 7 reads zararmivres; Rec. after 
Be** CK LP; Tisch. 8, on the contrary, has xaradrsimovres, fol- 
lowing A B* 8, etc. — Griesb. already has rightly omitted the 
article jv before side?» ; it is opposed by almost all authorities. 
—Ver. 17. Instead of the Ree. vepérus (L, ete., Thph. Oec.), Griesb. 
correctly has admitted : 6d: into the text, following ABC, 
etc.; so, too, Scholz, Tisch. Lachm, On the other hand, 
Dietlein, though without sufficient reason, considers the Rec., 
which is evidently taken from Jude 10, to be original; so, too, 
Reiche. — sig aiéiva] according to A C L P, ete, Thph. Oec. — 
Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it (following B 8); it seems to 
have been added from Jude 13; Reiche, however, regards it as 
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original. — Ver. 18. The prepos. év before dsedy. in the ed. Elz. 
occurs in a few min. Theoph. Oec. only. — éavyws] accepted by 
Griesb. already, in place of the Rec.: tvrws, according to the 
testimony of A B, a/., Syr. utr. Copt. ete, Aug, Hier. ; so, too, 
by Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. —- érogevyovras] after A B C 8, many 
min. Syr. Arm. Vulg. etc. (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the Ree. : 
axopuysvrus, according to K L P, ete. Reiche seeks to prove the 
originality of the ec. from internal reasons, but these are 
insufficient ; he prefers also dvrws to 6A‘yws. — Ver. 19. Tisch. 7 
has rotrw xa (Lec. according to A C K L P, etc.) ; on the other 
hand, Tisch. 8 has roirw, and omits zaé, following B, etc.; the 
greater number of authorities are in favour of the Rec. — 
Ver. 20. ACL PY, etc., read judy after xupiov (Lachm. Tisch. 8); 
the Lec. omits 7uév, according to B K (Tisch. 7).— Ver. 21. 
imsorpixLas| tec. according to K L, al, Thph. Oec. (Griesb. 
Scholz, Tisch. 7, de Wette, etc.); BCP, etc., read iroorpi bas 
(Tisch. 8); AS, on the other hand, has <i ra éxiow dvanduLos 
axé. This latter reading is probably only an explanatory gloss ; 
but whether ézaorp. or ixoorp. be the original reading or not, it 
is difficult to decide with certainty; since the verb has not 
here the simple meaning of “turning back,” but of “ turning 
back again to what has gone before,’ a meaning in no way 
peculiar to the expression ésorpégew itself, without any nearer 
definition, it lies to hand to look upon isoorpépas as a correction. 
Lachm. has adopted «ig r& baiow iroorpépou drs ; but no codex has 
this reading. — Ver, 22. In A B® (pr. m.), Sahid. (Lachm. 
Tisch.) 62 is awanting ; it is probably added in order to connect 
ver. 22 more closely with ver. 21.— In the place of xacua 
(AK LPR, etc, Lachm.), B C* 29 (Tisch.) have the form 


KVAIOLOY. 


Ver. 1. From here onwards: a description of the false 
teachers, who were to arise in the church, and a warning 
against them. — éyévovto 6é kal Yevdorrpopirac] oé: antithesis 
to what goes before. xai: “ also,’ that is, besides the true 
prophets mentioned in chap. i. 21. The expression: yevdo- 
mpopytns, already in the O, T. LXX., eg. Jer. vi. 13, 
frequently in the N. T., not after the analogy of yevdordyos : 
“one who prophesies falsely,” but: “one who falsely gives 
himself out for a prophet,’ on the analogy of yevddderdos, 
apevdaTroaToXos. — év TH Ka@] i.e. among the people of Israel. 
These words are in form a principal clause, but in thought a 
secondary clause: as there were false prophets in Israel, so 
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will there be also among you, etc.—a@s Kal... YevdodudacKador] 
écovrat; designates the yevdoduodoxcadot as such, who would 
arise only in the future. They are afterwards pictured as 
actually present ; see on this, the Introd. § 2, p. 281. The 
expression evdod.0. is in the N. T. a. Aey.; Wiesinger and 
Briickner interpret: “such as teach lies;” Dietlein and Fron- 
miiller: “swch as lyingly pretend to be teachers.” The analogy 
of wevdorpod., with which it is here contrasted, makes the 
last the preferable interpretation (thus, too, Hofmann). Both 
result in the same sense (Schott); what the wevdorpopjrat 
were in the O. T., the Wevdodidacxados are in the N. T. — 
olteves| equivalent to quippe qui, “ swch as.” — trapeod£ovct] 
ef. Jude 4: “to introduce by the side of,’ with the secondary 
idea of secrecy.’ — aipéceis amwdcias] aipéces, according to 
N. T. usage, “ party-divisions,” cf. 1 Cor. xi. 19 (synonymous 
with cxyicpata) ; Gal. v. 20 (synonymous with dvyooraciar) ; 
also Tit. ii. 10, which have their origin in false doctrine ; 
thus Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.; Hofmann, too, says 
that the word is to be taken in no sense different from that 
which it has elsewhere in the N. T., but then interprets it as 
equivalent to “ particular systems of opinion,” thus attributing 
to it a meaning which it has nowhere else. Others take 
aipeois here to mean “false doctrine, heresy” (Bengel, de 
Wette, Fronmiller). This interpretation is better suited to 
the connection, and especially to the verb rapeodyev. In 
the N. T., doubtless, the word has not this meaning, yet 
Ignatius already uses it with this force. dmwdelas (which is 
not to be resolved into the adject. “destructive ”) designates 
the heresies as those which lead to dwéneva; cf. vv. 2, 3.— 
Kal Tov ayopdcavta ... am@devav] Winer (5th ed. p. 399 f) 
translates: “since they also, denying the Lord, draw upon 
themselves swift destruction ;” but the connection of cai with 
émdyovtes, So far removed from it by tév ayopdcavta x.7.X., 
cannot be justified. Fronmiiller connects the member of the 
clause beginning with xaé not with the relative clause oftwes, 
but with écovtar wevdodddcxaror. This construction was 

* Hotmann is wrong in asserting that in classical Greek xapedéye has not the 


secondary meaning of secrecy ; the verb occurs both with this secondary mean- 
ing and without it, see Pape, s.v. 


CHAP. II. 1. Bol 


formerly supported in this commentary, with the remark, how- 
ever, that a particular species of false doctrine was not, as 
Fronmiiller assumes, indicated here, but that the participial 
clause more nearly defined the wevdodiddcxaror, cai being 
here put in the sense of: “and withal ;” this construction, 
however, is anything but natural. The «aé must undoubtedly 
be connected with the clause immediately preceding, though 
not as a simple copula, but in the sense of “also;” thus de 
Wette and Wiesinger,' taking xaé as an intensification, equi- 
valent to “even:” “whilst they deny even the Lord who 
bought them.” On the other hand, Hofmann does not admit 
any such intensification, and takes xaé as equivalent to “ also,” 
in the sense of addition, and interprets: “ with their particular 
systems they break up the unity of the church, which, how- 
ever, they do not do without at the same time denying the 
Lord.” But, on this interpretation, it is not clear why the 
author did not put the finite verb instead of the partic. 
apvovpevor; the thought, too, that they break up the unity of 
the church, is simply imported. The participle shows that 
this clause is meant to serve as an explanation or a more 
precise definition of what goes before. De Wette’s view, 
accordingly, is to be preferred to that of Hofmann; it is, how- 
ever, also possible that Schott is right in assuming an irregu- 
larity of the construction, in that the author, led astray by the 
participle dpvovpevor, wrote the participle émdyovtes instead of 
the finite verb éwafovor; in which case xa/ must be taken as 
a simple copula. — The participle édyovres is connected in a 
loose fashion with what precedes, in the sense: “by which 
they,” ete. The wevdoduddcxarou are more precisely charac- 
terized as: Tov ayopdcayTa avtovs SeoTroTHy apvovpevot; With 
apvovpevot, cf. Jude 4; Bengel correctly: doctrina et operi- 
bus. By deoworny Christ is here meant; the author speaks 
of Him thus, in order to lay stress on the fact that they deny 
that Christ is the Lord ; dyopdcavta avrovs is added by way 
of emphasis: they deny the Lord who “ bought” them, @. pro- 


1 Winer (6th ed. p. 814 [E. T. 441], 7th ed. p. 329) says: ‘‘ Both participles, 
dp. and txdy., are connected with rapustZovew; they are not, however, 
co-ordinate with each other, but txdéyovrzs is annexed to the clause ofciwes . . « 
d&pyodusyva 3” he does not state how zai is to be understood 
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cured them for Himself by paying the purchase price. This does 
not only serve to emphasize more strongly what is reprehen- 
sible in the apveto@as, but points out also that they deny the 
act to which allusion is made, and by which He has become 
their Lord. With dyopdfev, ef. 1 Cor. vi. 20, vu. 23; Rev. 
yv. 9; the blood of Christ must be thought of as the purchase 
price. — émdyovtes éautois taxwihv arodecav] With éray. 
éavtots, cf. ver. 5, as also Acts v. 28. éavrots indicates that 
they prepare an d7@deva not only for others (aipéces atw- 
Aelas), but for themselves—With taxywnp, see chap. i. 14, not: 
a speedy amédeva; Hornejus correctly: inopinatam et inex- 
spectatam ; the destruction will come over them suddenly, and 
before they are aware of it (Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann). 

Ver. 2. Kal monddol éEaxorovOjcovow| The activity of these 
aevdoduddexaroe would not be without result ; cf. 2 Tim. ii. 17. 
With é£axon. cf. chap. i. 16.— atdtav tais acedyeiacs] vc. their 
doédyevat will serve as a rule to many, so that they give them- 
selves up to them; cf. Jude 4. The connection of erroneous 
doctrine with sensual excesses is shown in vy. 18, 19.— ov 
ods... BracdnunOyjcerar] dv ots, not: “by whom ;” Vulg. : per 
quas; but: “on account of whom ;” they (either the yevdo- 
duddcKanot, or those led astray by them, or both) by their 
acédyetae give those who are not Christians occasion for BAac- 
gnpia against the odds THs adnOetas; cf. 1 Tim. vi. 1; Rom. 
ii. 24. 1 0805 THs adnOeias (Barnab. c. v.: via veritatis), a 
designation of Christianity or of the Christian religion (cf. on 
the expression odds, Acts ix. 2, xix. 9, 28, xxii. 4, xxiv. 14, 
xvi. 17, xviii. 25), in so far as it is the form of life in harmony 
with divine truth (not leading to the truth). 

Ver. 3. kal év mdeoveE/a] ie. as it were encompassed by 
covetousness, living in it, governed by it ; it is incorrect to trans- 
late év by dud. TAaaTois Aoyous] Grr. Aey., 4.0. “ with deceitfully 
invented words,’ which are not in accordance with truth ; in- 
correctly Hofmann: “artfully contrived doctrines.” —tpas éurro- 
pevoovtar] “ they will seek gain of you;” Gerhard: quaestum 
ex vobis facient, ad quaestum suum vobis abutentur; thus, too, 
Wiesinger, Schott, de Wette-Briickner; cf. also Winer, p. 209 


' Plato, Apol. Socrat.: radrruy rdyous ; Artemidor. i. 23: radoouy don... 
aryaboy prroprr. .. dit 70 LN byre ws bvTe deine Tas Tixves TuUTas, 
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[E. T. 279]; this meaning of the verb e¢. acc. in classical 
Greek is sufficiently assured. The wdacrot Aoyou are not, as 
Hofmann supposes, “to be thought of as the merchandise which 
they bring to the market, in order to be repaid for such 
instruction,’ but as the means by which they carry on the 
eutropever Oar. Steinfass translates éuopevec Oar as equivalent 
to: to buy, and tyuas as the direct object of purchase; thus 
Pott too: vos sectae suae conciliare conantur. It is undeni- 
able that the object traded in may stand in the accusative 
(cf. Prov. i. 14, LXX.), but the context here is opposed 
to this, partly on account of the év mAeoveEla, partly because 
this thought is already contained in the preceding verse. 
Fronmiiller incorrectly renders the word by “to deceive.” — 
By deceitful words as to Christian freedom, etc., they sought to 
delude others, and, in accordance with their covetous desires, 
to make gain of them; cf. vv. 13, 14, and Jude 16. —ois 
TO Kpiua exTarat ovK apyet| ois: dat. incommodi; refers to 
the subj. in éumopevcovtat. To Kpipa is the judgment of God 
ordering the dv@Aea. éxradas is not to be combined with 
70 Kpiwa into one idea, equal to: xpiwa éxmadras avdtois tpo- 
yeypappévov; cf. Jude 4 (Pott, de Wette); such a mode of 
combination is to be found nowhere in the N. T. It belongs 
rather to ovx apyet. There is not, as de Wette insists, any 
contradiction involved in this connection, especially as ov« 
apyet is a positive idea; strictly: “is not inactive, does not 
tarry ;” the idea of haste is not implied in it (de Wette). 
éx7ranae sets forth prominently that for a long time the judg- 
ment has, as it were, been approaching, that is, ever since it 
was given and pronounced ; it is living, and will come in due 
time. It is possible that éx7adae refers to the judgments 
mentioned in ver. 4, formerly put into execution (Dietlein, 
Scott, Wiesinger), which, however, Hofmann disputes. — cai 17) 
dmorea avtav (ver. 1) ob vuordfer] vucrdlev, strictly: “to 
nod,’ then: to slumber (only elsewhere in Matt. xxv. 5 ; there, 
however, in its literal meaning), is used in the classics in a 


1Cf, Athenag. xiii. 569: ’Arracia tveropedero wanda yovaixay. Philo in Face. 
p. 984: everropevero thy AnOny ray dixaorav. J. Chrysostom: ray reviay rod ranciov 
zuropsvecdes, The translation of the Vulg. is inexact: de vobis negotiabuntur. 
as also that of Luther: ‘‘ they will trade with you.” 
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figurative sense; Plato, de repub. iii. 405 C: pmdev deicar 
yuotdvovtos SixacTov. Steinfass inexactly : “to become sleepy.” 
Ver. 4. From here to ver. 6 three examples of divine 
judgment; cf. Jude 5 ff. — First example: the fallen angels, 
Jude 6.— ed ydp] The apodosis is wanting; Gerhard sup- 
plies: ov8 éxeivors deicerat. In thought, if not in form, 
the latter half of ver. 9 constitutes the apodosis (Winer, 
529 f. [E. T. 712 £.], de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, and the 
more modern writers generally). The irregularity of the con- 
struction is explained by the fact that the third example is 
dwelt on at much length. — 0 Qeds dyyéAwv dpaptnodvTwv ovK 
édelcato] The nature of the sin is not stated; otherwise in Jude. 
What sin the apostle refers to is only faintly hinted at by the 
circumstance that the example of the flood immediately follows. 
It is less likely (against Wiesinger) that ver. 20 contains any 
reference to it, for in that verse other sins are conjoined with 
the éricw capkos ... TopeverOat, — adda cetpats Fodor . 
Tnpoupevous| “but (when he) having cast (them) down into Tar- 
tarus, hath delivered them over to the chains of darkness, as being 
reserved unto the judgment.”  cerpais Codhov is mostly taken in 
connection with taprapépas (sc. Sedeuévous) (de Wette: “ but 
cast them down into hell with chains of darkness”); but, simce 
the added ogov shows that the cecpaé are designated as fetters, 
which belong to the darkness of Tartarus (not: “fetters 
which consist in darkness” (Schott), nor: “fetters by which 
they were banished into darkness,” as Hofmann explains), the 
enchaining could only have take place there, and therefore 
(with Calov, Pott, Steinfass, Hofmann, Wahl, s.v. crapadidops) 
it is preferable to connect the words with mwapédwxev (as op- 
posed to de Wette, Briickner, Dietlein, Wiesinger, etc.).? — 
Instead of cespats Sogou, Jude has: Secpots aidious ; Coos is 
not Tartarus itself, but the darkness of Tartarus; the word is 
to be found only here and in Jude. — taprapoty does not 


1 Fronmiiller is wrong in asserting that the apostasy of Satan is meant here ; 
it cannot be doubted that the sin meant here is the same as that of which Jude 
speaks, and it is not that apostasy ; see my Comment. on Jude. 

? When Briickner says: ‘‘ the expression becomes more drastic if the act of 
casting into Tartarus be completed only by the binding with chains,” this sup- 
ports the construction to which he objects. Schott translates altogether unwar- 
rantably : ‘‘ but has fastened them down into the depths with chains of darkness.” 
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mean: tartaro adjudicare (Crusius, Hypomn. I. p. 154), but: 
“to remove into Tartarus” (cf. Homer, Z/. viii. 13: 4 pw tov 
pirbo eis Taptapov jepdevta). The expression tdptapos occurs 
nowhere else either in the N. T. or LXX. It is not equal to 
dys, Which is the general term for the dwelling-place of the 
dead. Nor does the author use it as synonymous with yeévva, 
for that is “the place of final punishment, the hell fire” 
(Fronmiiller), but it is used to designate “the place of pre- 
liminary custody.” — TrapeowKey here, as often, used with the 
implied idea of punishment. — els Kpiow Uy poesia Kplows 
is the final judgment (xpicus peyaddns tépas) ; “as those who 
are reserved for the judgment ;” Luther inexactly: “in order 
to reserve them.”— On the reading: trapédwxev cis xpiow 
Koralouevous typety, the infin. tnpeiv is dependent on craped,, 
and xoda€. states, not: the purpose for which, but the condition 
in which, they are reserved for judgment; the Vulg. therefore 
translates inexactly : tradidit cruciandos, in judicium reservari. 
Dietlein, in opposition to all reliable authorities, insists on 
reading: tetnpnévous, which, moreover, he incorrectly para- 
phrases: “as those who once should have been kept ;” it must 
rather be: “as those who (until now) have been kept.” 


Ver. 5. Second example: the flood; this is peculiar to the ( 


author of this epistle; cf. the corresponding section in Jude. 
Kal apyalov Kocpov ovx édelcato] The clausal formation is 
the same as that in ver. 4. Subaudienda est particula: ec 
(Gerhard). The words which follow on this tell in what the 
ovx édeicaro consisted: kataxAvopoy x«.T.r.; there is no men- 
tion here of a “destruction” (Schott) of the world. — dpy. 
Koopos, 2.¢. mundus antediluvianus.— arn ... épvrdake] The 
thought of the deliverance of the righteous is connected 
with that of the destruction of the ungodly; ef. ver. 7.— 
éydoov belongs not to xnpvca (Heinsius, Lightfoot, and 
Schwegler in his nachapost. Zeitalter, I. p.515; cf, as opposed 
to him, Hilgenfeld, Clement. p. 185), but directly to Node; 
Luther correctly: Noah with seven others; cf. Winer, p. 234 
[E. T. 312]; Buttmann, p. 26. There is nothing to show that 
the number eight has a mystical meaning here (Dietlein).’ 


1 *¢ Peter looked upon Noah as the bearer of the eight, and saw in the church 
saved from the flood a holy eight, making a final close to the old world.” 
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The mention of it naturally arose from the recollection of 
the event; at the same time, however, it marks the small 
number of the saved contrasted with that of those who 
perished (Bengel, Schott, etc.). Besides, Noah and those with 
him, as also Lot afterwards, are taken by the author as types 
of the evoeBels (ver. 9), on whom the judgment of God will 
not come. — dscaroovyns xypvea is added as the reason of 
God’s preservation (épvAa£e) (thus, too, Wiesinger). By dsxcaxo- 
ovvn is to be understood here, not the condition of being 
justified (Wiesinger), but a believing and godly bearing to- 
wards God; otherwise in Heb. xi. 7.— cataxAvopdv] Matt. 
xxiv. 38, 39; Gen. v. 17, LXX. Heb. 530: the verb xara- 
Krvlew, chap. ili. 6.— Kdopm aoeBadv] antithesis to dc«azo- 
ctvns Kipuxa; the world is thus named, inasmuch as it had 
become the dwelling-place of ungodly humanity. — érdas] 
on this form of the aorist, see Buttmann, Ausf. Gr. § 114, sv. 
ayo. 


ReMARK.—With regard to its position, Dietlein insists that 
this verse is intimately connected with ver. 4, so that “the 
judgment of imprisonment on the angels must be considered as 
one and the same event with the Noachic flood ;” that the judg- 
ment on the é&pyaios xéouos, vv. 4, 5, must be distinguished from 
the judgment of God within the second world (ver. 6); and that 
the latter only, not the former, must be regarded as the example, 
strictly so called; thus, too, Schott. But the whole structure 
and mode of expression of this section is opposed to any such 
division ; for (1) The clauses are simply co-ordinate (as ver. 5 
is joined to ver. 4, so is ver. 6 to ver. 5, merely by xa/); (2) The 
apxaios xoouos is mentioned only here, not in ver. 4; (3) What 
is stated in ver. 6 is not brought prominently forward as an 
event taking place in the new world; (4) In the idea of the 
xbou0¢ aoeBay the angels cannot be included, since the flood came 
on the ungodly men only; and it is arbitrary and strange to 
assume that the flood buried mankind “in the depths, and those 
spirits which in sin had taken up their abode with them” 
(Schott). It is arbitrary to regard the judgement on Sodom as 
the only proper example, since no other position is given to the 
judgments mentioned in vv. 4, 5 than to that in ver. 6. The 
chief reason for the division lies in ver. 9, which consists of two 
members, due, however, to the two foregoing examples. From 
the fact that only one of the members applies to ver. 4, it does 
not follow that there no special example can be intended, the 
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less so that the leading idea is not “the deliverance of the 
righteous,” but “the confinement of the ungodly.” Equally 
little is proved by the repetition of the verb: od ége/ouro, which 
serves rather to mark off the dpyame xéomos from the dyyea. 
awapr., not to unite them into one idea. Even Briickner has 
rejected the view of Dietlein and Schott. Hofmann, too, while 
questioning it, approaches it very closely when he says: “The 
judgment of the flood was also a judgment upon those spirits 
which had become involved in the sin and in the fate of the 
race of men then living.” 

Ver. 6. Third example: The overthrow of Sodom and 
Gomorrah ; cf. Jude 7.—This verse also is still dependent 
oneé. Schott, without any adequate reason, asserts that the 
author “has even here forgotten the construction of his expres- 
sion in the protasis with et.” — odes Yodouav cal Touoppas] 
The gen. as apposition. — teppwcas| Suidas: equivalent to 
éumpyaas, aTrodwaas: “by burning them to ashes, by reducing 
them to ashes.” —xataotpopy Kxatéxpwev] not equal to ever- 
sione s. subversione damnavit i. e. unditus evertendo punivit 
(Gerhard, Dietlein, Schott), but xatractpopy is the dative of 
reference; see Buttmann, p. 144; cf. xataxp. Oavdtw, Matt. 
xx. 18; Pott correctly: in cineres redigens damnavit ad ever- 
sionem ; thus also Wahl, de Wette, Wiesinger, Steinfass, Fron- 
miiller, Hofmann; only it must be here remarked that xata- 
Kpivety includes within it the punishment, the putting into 
execution of the judgment of condemnation—which Hofmann, 
without reason, denies, cf. Rom. vil. 3.—It is incorrect to 
connect Kataotpody with teppwcas (Bengel). — xatactpodn, 
in the N. T. besides here, only in 2 Tim. u. 14; there, how- 
ever, in a figurative sense ; the same word occurs in the narra- 
tive of the destruction of the cities of the plain, Gen. xix. 29, 
LXX. — trrodevypa perrovtav accBeiv teOexas] Jude 7; 
with doderypa, not equal to “example,” but to “type,” ef. 
Jas. v. 10; Heb. iv. 11, etc. The perf. reOeueas corresponds 
with the mpéxewras, Jude 7; Hofmann correctly: “ God 
has made them, as the perf. shows, a lasting type of those who 
ever afterwards should live a godless life.” * 


1 Hofmann attaches particular importance to the circumstance, that the judg- 
ment which was effected by water was followed by another, which was effected 
by fire. 

2 PETER. we 
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Ver. 7. Contrast to the divine justice in punishing, which 
is not to be found in Jude. Wiesinger: “The expansion of 
the thought, introduced by the mention antithetically of Noah, 
ver. 5, gains, by the co-ordination («at) of the deliverance of 
Lot, independent value, and prepares the way for the double 
inference, ver. 9.’ —xai] has not here an adversative force 
(Jachmann), but is simply the copulative particle. — dccavov 
Adr] Stavos here like Sccasoodvn, ver. 5. — katatrovotpevov | 
besides here, in Acts vii. 24 (2 Mace. viii. 2, where, however, it 
is doubtful whether the reading should be catazrovotpevoy or 
katatratoupevov) ; Pott, Schol. Soph. in Trachin. v. 328, 
verba: GAN elev wdiwodca exponit per KaTatrovoupévn. — 
bro THs... éppvoato] ime belongs not to éspvcaro, but to 
katatrov.; cf. Winer, p. 330 [E. T. 461];—with 7 év acedy. 
avactpopy, cf. 1 Pet. i. 17.— a@écpwv, besides here only in 
chap. iii. 17: homines nefarii, qui nec jus nec fas curant 
(Gerhard). 

Ver. 8. Explanation of the catamovotvpevov.— Bréupare yap 
kal akon| is to be joined neither with dikatos (Vulg.: adspectu 
et auditu justus erat), nor with éyxatoueay (Gerhard), but 
with the finite verb; it was by seeing and hearing that Lot’s 
soul suffered, and is added in order more strongly to emphasize 
Lot’s painful position among the ungodly. — wuyny Scxatav 
avopols épyous éBacdtev] “he vexed his righteous soul by the 
ungodly works,’ 2.e. his soul, because it was righteous, felt vexa- 
tion at the evil which he was obliged to see and hear. “ éBacav- 
few serves to show that the pain at the sight of the sinful 
lives arose out of personal activity, out of inclination of the 
soul to the good, out of positive opposition to the evil” (Diet- 
lein). The earlier interpreters have for the most part missed 
the correct idea; Calvin, Hornejus, Pott, de Wette, and the 
modern commentators generally, have interpreted correctly. 

Ver. 9. This verse in thought, though not in form, consti- 
tutes the apodosis to the preceding clauses beginning with ed. 
The thought, however, is expressed in a more extended and 


1 Cf. Xenophon, hist. Gracc. I. 4, p. 407: doe’ tviovs xa) cea TUM TOMEVOY, YoLEiLewy 
22 dvrwy avbporar, adnmoviou ras —puxds, Dovras chy &otBerey ; only it must be 
observed that Lot was vexed at the godlessness in itself, not because he personally 
had to suffer by it. 
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general manner; the special application follows in ver. 10. — 
oide] Knowledge is conceived at the same time as a divine 
power. — kvptos] i.e. God, ver. 4. — edoeBeis, like Noah and 
Lot.— é€« metpacwod pvecOar] cf. 1 Pet. i. 6.— ddixous 8] 
like the fallen angels, etc. — eis #puépav xplcews Konalopévous 
THpety| KoNa€. is not used here with a future force: cruciandos 
(Bengel, Calvin, Winer, who, in his 5th ed. p. 405, resolves 
the clause thus: dé. typed (date) Koddfev, and others), 
but it must be taken as a real present; it refers to the 
punishment which they suffer even before the last judgment 
unto which they are kept (rnpety); cf. on ver. 4. Thus also 
Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner. 

Ver. 10. Compare Jude 8.— padora 5é) in close con- 
nection to what immediately precedes. The author passes 
from the general, to those against whom this epistle is 
specially directed. Dietlein introduces a foreign reference 
when he says: “the apostle means the false teachers in 
contrast to such ungodly persons as did not base their ungod- 
liness on theoretically developed error.” As in Jude, the 
false teachers are characterized in two respects. Whilst in 
vv. 1-3 they are spoken of as yet to appear, they are here 
described as already present. — tods dricw . . . mopevomévous] 
cf. besides Jude 8 also 7, and the commentary on the passage. 
— capxes stands here without érépas, and must therefore be 
taken more generally. Buttmann (p. 160) wrongly translates 
adp& here by “lusts.” —év éidupia piacpod| pacpod is 
not to be resolved into an adjec.: cupiditas foeda, impura 
(Wahl) ;* but it is the objective genitive, and states that 
to which the év@uyia is directed (de Wette-Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Schott, etc.).— puacpos, am. Aey., equivalent to 
pollutio. According to Schott, wracpos is here used sub- 
jectively, “what to themselves is dishonouring to the 
human body, that they make the object of their wild lust.” 
— Kal KupwrTntos Katadpovodvtes| cf. Jude 8, and the 

1 Hofmann also renders the idea by ‘‘impure desire, filthy lust,” which, 
taking wacwod as an attributive genitive, he interprets more closely thus: ‘“‘a 
lust which brings defilement with it, since it pollutes not only him who 


gratifies it, but him also on whom it is gratified ;” but in this interpretation the 
two expressions, “impure lust” and ‘lust which pollutes,” are erroneously 


taken as identical. 
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exposition. — Todyytai] The author drops the construction 
hitherto adopted, and begins a new clause; the word is 
a dar. dey. equal to “insolent, daring;” Luther: “ thiirstig” 
(i.e. bold, from the root tarr; in old High German, gaturstig ; 
ef. Pischon, Lrklér. der hauptséichl. veralteten deutschen Worter 
in dev Luth. Bibeliibers. Berl. 1844, p. 7). — atv@ddes] 
to be found, besides here, only in Tit. i: 7—Most modern 
expositors understand the two words substantively ; but as 
avdabdyns is strictly an adject., it can here also be taken 
as such; thus Schott. It is improbable that they form a 
passionate exclamation (Schott). They may be either con- 
nected in a loose way as subject with od tpéuover, or they 
may be regarded as an antecedent apposition to the subject 
of tpéuover (Hofmann). — Sofas od tpéuovor Brac dypodvtes | 
For d0€as see Jude 8. The particip. stands here as in chap. 
i119. Vulg. strangely: sectas non metuunt (introducere, 
facere) blasphemantes. 

Ver. 11. Compare Jude 9. What Jude says specially of 
the archangel Michael is here more generally affirmed of 
angels. In this its generality the thought is hardly intel- 
ligible; the necessary light is obtained only by comparing it 
with Jude (de Wette). If the priority of this epistle be 
assumed, the thought here expressed must have reference to 
Zech. iii. 2 (thus Schott, Steinfass, Hofmann). — éz7ov] cannot 
stand here as assigning the reason, as it sometimes does in 
the classics, since it refers back not to Todpntai, but to 
Sofas ov «.7.A.; but neither is it equal to “ whilst even, since 
even;” this use can nowhere be established. It is meant 
rather to indicate the similarity of the relationship (with 
respect to the 8d€az).! The adversative relationship lies not 
in the particle, but in the thought. — dyyedor] according to 
the parallel passage, not evil, but good angels. — icxvi 
Kal Svvdaper pelGoves dvtes| The comparative expresses the 
relation in which they stand either to the toAyntaé or to the 
Sofa. The latter reference deserves the preference, since— 
and to this Hofmann has called attention, Schriftbew. I. p. 460 

+ Tt corresponds to ‘‘where” in passages such as: some laugh, where others 


weep ; thus here, these rail where the angels od gipouew x.7.2. It must not be 
interpreted, with Hofmann, as equal to xaé’ dy, 
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—it is understood of itself that angels are more powerful than 
men (Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass).— od gpépovor .. . xpicw] 
dépew xpiow (Jude: émipépew xpicw) does not mean “to 
endure a judgment” (Luth.), but “to pronounce a judgment.” 
— Pracdnuor, with an eye to Bacdnpodvtes. — kat’ adtav] 
not adversum se (Vulg.), but avtradv goes back to Sofas 
(Calvin, Beza, Hornejus, Wolf, de Wette, and all the more 
modern interpreters, with the exception of Fronmiiller), by 
which are to be understood here—as in Jude—the diabolical 
powers. The opposite interpretation, according to which the 
meaning should be that the wicked angels are not able to 
bear the judgment of God on their blasphemy (Luther, Fron- 
miiller, etc.), is opposed not only to the language (GAdogpypos 
Kplaw equal to Kpicw Bracdnwtias) but to the context. — 
Tapa kupio| These words, the genuineness of which is 
doubtful, may not be explained with Bengel: apud Dominum 
... reveriti, abstinent judicio; for, as Hofmann justly remarks, 
mapa kup. “belongs to that which is denied, and does not 
explain why that does not happen which is denied.” “The 
conception is, that angels appear before God, and, before His 
throne, tell what evil spirits are doing in the world.” Cf. 
Winer, p. 369 [E. T. 493]. 

Ver. 12. Compare Jude 10. With all their similarity the 
two passages are nevertheless very different. The character- 
istics are still further described in Jude 10, but here the 
punishment is promised to these men. — odrov dé] antithesis 
to dyyedor; the predicate belonging to it is P@apyjcovtas. — 
@s droya Gaa ... POopav] Parenthetical thought in close 
relation to @apycovrac; Grotius: ita peribunt illi, sicut 
pereunt muta animantia. — yeyerynuéva gpvotxd can hardly 
be translated: “born as senswous beings to,” etc. (Wiesinger, 
and formerly in this commentary). @vovxd is meant rather to 
bring out that the irrational animals are, according to their 
natural constitution, born to dAwows. Hofmann takes guowka 
as a second attribute added to yeyerynuéva by asyndeton, 
equal to: “by nature determined to dAwous,” etc. But the 
only objection to this is that yeyevyypéva alone cannot well 
be considered as a special attribute. As regards the sense, it 
makes no difference whether duaixa be placed before (Rec.) or 
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after yeyevr.— eis Ghoow Kal POopav] According to Luther, 
a twofold rendering is possible: “First, those who take and 
strangle ; second, who are to be taken, strangled, and slaugh- 
tered ;” the latter is the only correct interpretation. The gene- 
ral interpretation is, “for taking and destroying ;” Schott on 
the other hand translates, “for taking and consuming ;” and 
Hofmann, in like manner, who holds that both are active 
ideas, “that they may be taken and conswmed.” This inter- 
pretation of POopa, however, is arbitrary, and all the more 
unwarranted, that in the subsequent év 7H P00pa avtadv, POopa 
cannot have this special meaning. _ According to N. T. usage, 
what is meant by 0opa here is the destruction to which the 
beasts are destined; cf. Col. ii. 22. — év ols dyvootdow Brac- 
gnuodvres . . . POapHcovtas| With regard to the construction, 
cf. Winer, p. 583 [E. T. 784]. According to the usual inter- 
pretation, év ois is dependent on BrAacdnpodrtes, and is to be 
resolved into: év tovTois, & ayvoodow, Bracd. (Winer decides 
in favour of this; so, too, Wiesinger, and Buttmann, p. 128). 
But év ofs may also be dependent on ayvoodow, and be 
resolved: radra, év ois dyvootcw, Bracdnpodvtes. There is 
no other instance to be found of the construction PrAacdnpetv 
év, although Pracdypeiv eis occurs frequently. Buttmann 
accordingly says that by év here (not the object strictly 
speaking, but) “rather the sphere is denoted, within which the 
evil-speaking takes place ;” nor is the combination of dyvoeiv 
with éy common, “yet it is not without example in later 
writings ;” it is to be found in Zest. XII. patr. in Fabricius cod. 
pseudepigr. V. T.p.'717. That dyvoety, in the sense of it, may 
be joined with év, is shown by the German expression, “ to 
be ignorant in a matter.” Besides, in both constructions the 
sense is substantially the same. According to the connection 
with what precedes (ver. 10) and Jude 8 and 10, the do&ae 
are to be understood as that which was unknown to them, 
and to which their slanders had reference. On account of this 
irrational evil-speaking, that will happen to them which is 
expressed in the words: év 7H $0opa aitav Kal dbapycovrar. 
Oopa has been understood here to mean moral corruption ; 
thus de Wette-Briickner, Steinfass, Fronmiiller; erroneously, 
however, for the word must have the same meaning in this 
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passage as it had formerly ; then, in this case, adrév does not 
refer to the Libertines, but to the faa before mentioned, and 
xatis to be explained from the comparison with these. They 
(the Libertines) whose irrational slander of that of which they 
are ignorant, ma‘.es them like unto the irrational brutes, will 
also suffer P@opd, like the latter, who by nature are destined 
thereto. Entirely different from this, however, is the inter- 
pretation given by Hofmann. He resolves év ois into év 
rovTos &, and takes év rovrous with POapycovtat; that which, 
without knowing it, they speak evil of, is, according to him, 
the things of sense; he understands év 7H POopa airayv to be 
in more definite and explanatory apposition to év tovrous, and 
@opa actively, equivalent to “abuse.” In his view, then, 
the idea here expressed is that the Libertines by abusing, 
after their lusts, the things of sense, believing them to have 
nothing in common with God, fall a prey to destruction. The 
objections to this interpretation are, first, that év ois is 
not applied to any of the verba near it, but to the remote 
Plapncovra; secondly, that a meaning is attributed to the 
second $@opa different from that of the first,—the one is taken 
as equivalent to “consumption,” the other to “abuse,’—and 
that neither of these significations belongs in any way to the 
word; thirdly, that the reference to the things of sense is in 
no way alluded to in the context; fourthly, that & 7H ¢@opa 
cannot possibly be in apposition to éy rovrous; and lastly, 
that, on this interpretation, we should have had dyvoobvres 
Pracdypovor instead of ayvootow Bracdypodvres.' 

Ver. 13. Kopsodvpevor prcOov aduxtas| is subjoined by way 
of explanation to what precedes.?— Cf. 1 Pet. i. 9. — pucOov 
adixias| not equivalent to puaPdov addixov (Wolf), but: “the 

1 Schott agrees with Hofmann in regard to the application to things of sense, 
and to the interpretation of the meaning of the first @éopé, but differs from him 
in other points. He states the idea contained in the verse thus: ‘‘ As irrational 
beasts, which . . . made to be taken and consumed . . . come to destruction, 
so these people shall perish ; since they rail at those matters which they do not 
comprehend, they themselves shall perish in and with the destruction of those 
things against which they rail.” This interpretation is quite as unwarrantable 
as that of Hofmann. 

2 Hofmann considers the reading 2d:xovyeve:—but little attested, however— 


instead of xopsoduever to be the original, because the more difficult one. Tisch. 8, 
on the other hand, says: ddzoduevor, si aptum sensum praebere judicabitur, 
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reward for unrighteousness.” — dovnv ryyovpevor] This and the 
following participles, as far as the end of ver. 14, are connected 
with what precedes, as descriptive of the déucia; it is less 
probable that, as Hofmann assumes, a new period begins with 
Hdovyv yyousevor and ends with ver. 16. The three kinds of 
aécxia here spoken of are: 1, luxurious living ; 2, fornication ; 
3, covetousness. De Wette: “they who count it pleasure.” — 
TH év tyépa Tpupynv| év nuépa is by Oecumenius interpreted 
as equal to xa@” jpuépay, but this is not in accordance with 
the usage. Several interpreters (Benson, Morus, Fronmiiller, 
Hofmann) take #épa here as in contrast to the night. This, 
however, is inappropriate, for it is not easy to see why they 
should not regard the tpvd7 in the night as a pleasure. 
Gerhard is better: per Tv 7épav intelligitur praesentis vitae 
tempus; Luther, “¢emporal luxurious living” (de Wette- 
Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott). It stands by way of contrast to 
the future, to which the fut. cousovpevos refers. —omiros Kai 
f4@0t] is either to be connected with what follows: “who as 
oT. Kal poor riot” (de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger), or they 
are independent expressions of displeasure, like todpntat 
av0ddes formerly in ver. 10, and xardpas téxva afterwards 
(Schott, Fronmiiller) subjoined to what precedes by way of 
apposition (Hofmann); the latter is most in harmony with the 
animated form of address. Instead of omtAo1, Jude has 
omindoes; omidot (less commonly omidoc) is equivalent to 
“ spots of dirt,” cf. Eph. v. 27.— pemos: ar. Ney., commonly : 
blame, shame; here: “blemishes.” — évrpuddvtes ev tats 
aratas avtov] évtpupavres points back to tpudynv, and may 
not therefore be taken, with Hofmann, in the weakened 
meaning of, “to take delight in anything,” which it probably 


omnino praeferendum erit. Nescio an ‘‘decepti circa wirddy ddixias” verti liceat. 
Hofmann interprets the accus. “idey as an accus. of apposition, cf. 2 Cor. vi. 18, 
and then translates : ‘‘evil happens to them as the reward of evil ;” but though 
&dixeiv occurs in this wider signification, as in Luke x. 19 and often in Revelation, 
still ad:xie never does. —Buttmann has accepted not adixoduevor, as in B, but 
HOMLOUULE VOL. 

? Hofmann arbitrarily defines these expressions more precisely as: ‘spots 
which defile the purity of the church, blemishes which attach to her, to her 
shame ;” they are rather spoken of thus, because both defilement and shame 
cleave to them. 


2 
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has in Isa. lv. 2, LXX.; it is not to be connected with the 
following tiv in the sense of: illudere, ludibrio habere, but 
means, as it commonly does: “to riot ;” div belongs to 
cuvevoxovpevor. — ev tals amdtas abtoy is explained from 
vy. 3 and 14; they practised deceit in this way, that they 
succeeded in procuring earthly advantage to themselves, by 
praising their vain wisdom (Wiesinger, Fronmiiller); since 
évtpuvpav denotes the actual rioting, év rats amdrais adtav 
cannot state the object of their évtpuddy, that is, “the lies 
with which they practise deceit” (Hofmann; or, according to 
Schott: “their deceiving appearance of wisdom”). The opinion 
of Wolf and others, that azrdtaz means the love-feasts, inas- 
much as they—in opposition to their real nature—are 
abused by these individuals to their own profit, requires no 
refutation. — cuvevmyovpevos tiv] is subordinate to what 
precedes. They rioted in their deceits, that is to say, by 
enjoying themselves at the feasts of those among whom they 
had obtained an entrance by deceit. — Luther’s translation is 
mistaken: “they make a show of your (vue instead of 
avTov) alms (incorrect interpretation of aydmaus), they revel 
with what is yours” (instead of: “with you”). 

Ver. 14 has no parallel in Jude.— Description of the 
sensual lust of the eye of the false teachers. — d6Oarpods 
éxovTes pertovs povyandioos] The adulterous lust is depicted 
in their eyes; in the expression: pertovs povyantsos, the lust 
after the wovyanis, revealing itself in the eyes, is designated as 
a being filled of the eye with it, since they look at nothing 
else but this. The interpretation of Hornejus is not to the 
point : quasi dicat, tam libidinosos eos esse, ut in ipsorum 
oculis quasi adulterae habitent, seu ut adulteras semper in 
oculis ferant. — Hofmann explains peotds twos by reference 
to Plato, Sympos. 194 B, here equivalent to: “ to be entirely en- 
grossed, preoccupied with something.” — It is wrong to suppose 
(as Dietlein does) that it is here in any way stated that a female 
member of the house, into which they had forced themselves, 
had already fallen a victim to their seduction. Calvin even’ 

1 Calvin: Isti vos ac coetum yestrum foedis maculis aspergunt: nam dum 


epulantur vobiscum, simul luxuriantur in suis erroribus, amores meretricios et 
perditam incontinentiam oculis gestuque exprimunt. 
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had connected this verse closely with the preceding, as Schott 
and Hofmann do; but it is not easy to understand why 
the persons here described should have had adulterous 
desires only at the feasts.—xal dxataratdctous dmaptias| 


'“not satiated, unsatisfied in sin,’ te. eyes, in which is re- 
. ° . / 
' flected the restless desire after ever fresh sin; in duapria 


the reference is chiefly to sensual sins. — deredfovtes] ver. 18, 
and Jas. i. 14: “to allure, to entice;” quasi pisces hamo 
captare (Beza).—~puyas adornpixtous] dotijpixtos (chap. ili. 
16), not: “ wanton” (Luther), but: in fide et pietatis studio 
nondum satis fundatus et formatus (Gerhard). — This idea is 
doubtless connected more closely with what precedes than 
with what follows (Hofmann), so that the sense is: they 
entice them, so as to satisfy their fleshly lusts on them. — 
Kapdtav .. . &yovtes] Third vice :* covetousness. The construc- 
tion of the verb yeyupvacpévny, c. gen., occurs also in the 
classics (Philostratus: 2. 15: Oardrrns ovTw yeyupvacpéevor ; 
3.1: Néotopa toréuwv torrav yeyupv.; 10.1: codias 75n 
yeyupvacpévor): “a heart practised in covetousness ;” Calvin is 
quite unwarranted in interpreting wAcoveE/a here by: cupidi- 
tates ; cf. ver. 3. — Katdpas téxva] cf. Eph. ii. 3 ; 2 Thess. ii. 3 : 
“men, who have incurred the curse ;” an expression of pro- 
foundest displeasure; similar to omtot Kat pasos, ver. 13. 
It is doubtful whether it is to be connected with the preceding 
or with the subsequent passage ; the first combination is pre- 
ferable, because in it the language is more passionate. In the 
other case the construction, from ver. 10 med. onwards, might 
be taken thus: todpntat av@ades, as introducing the section 
down to tpupjv, ver. 13; otdor cat wopmot that from there 
to éyovtes, ver. 14; and xatdpas téxva that as far as tapa- 
gpoviar, ver. 16. 

Vv. 15, 16. Comparison with Balaam; cf. Jude 11. The 
comparisons with Cain and Korah are wanting here. — cata- 
MurovTes edOeiav dddv K.7.r.] with evO. 08. cf. Acts xiii. 16; the 


1 Hofmann erroneously says that this states “‘not a third, but a second 
characteristic of their nature, the avaritia, along with the luxuria,” for in the 
first half of this verse they are accused of something which is identical neither 
with luxuria nor with avaritia, and this even if éodaaw. torres be closely con- 
nected with the preceding passage. 
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words connect themselves closely with érdavyiOncav, to which 
then the subsequent participial clause is added by way of a 
more precise definition. With éfaxodov. cf. chap. i. 16, 
i. 2, The conjunction of this verb with 79 686 is explained 
by the circumstance that ods is here taken in a figurative 
sense: manner of life, conduct.—The form Booédp, Heb. v2, 
arises from a peculiar pronunciation of »y; Grotius is wrong in 
regarding the word as the corrupted name of the country, 
mana, Num. xxii. 5. Several commentators: Krebs, Vitringa, 
Wolf, Grotius, etc., assume that there is here an allusion to 
the counsel which Balaam gave to the Midianites to the 
corrupting of the Israelites (Num. xxxi. 16; Rev. ii. 14) (so, 
too, Dietlein) ; but, according to ver. 16, the reference is rather 
to the intended cursing of the people of Israel, to which cer- 
tainly Balaam, for the sake of reward, was inclined ; hence: ds 
pucOov adicias (see ver. 13) Hydrnoev. Although such 
inclination on his part is not definitely mentioned in Num. 
xxii. 1-20, still, judging from the narrative of the ass, it is 
to be presupposed; cf, too, Deut. xxii. 5. Corroboration 
from the rabbinical writings, see Wetstein. — Ver. 16. érceyEw 
5é éoyev idias Trapavoplas] “but he received (suffered) rebuke 
(blame) for his trespass ;” his wapavouta (not equivalent to 
vesania (Vulg.), but synonymous with dévx/a) consisted in this, 
that he was willing, for the sake of the reward, if God per- 
mitted it, to curse Israel, and for this reason went to Balak. 
édvas stands here in place of the pers. pron. attod. Dietlein 
presses idéas, by translating: “belonging to him,” and adds 
by way of explanation: “to him who must be looked upon as 
the prototype of the false prophets.” Wiesinger, on the other 
hand, sees the significance of édéas in this, that “he who was 
a prophet to others, had to suffer rebuke of an ass for his own 
mapavow.” But neither the one nor the other is alluded to in 
the context. — That which follows states in what the érey£s 
consisted. — t7rofuryiov] properly: a beast that bears a yoke, 
here as in Matt. xxi. 5, designation of the ass.— dwvov] in 
contrast to human speaking. — év dvOpérov fovh pbeyEa- 
pevov] does not state the reason of the éx@Avae, but emphasizes 
the miraculous nature of the occurrence (a@¢wvoyv . . . wri). 
—~éx@dvoe THY TOD Tpopytov tapadpoviay] Schott under- 
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stands Balaam’s rapadpovia to be his striking of the ass; 
Wiesinger: “his folly, in setting himself against the angel ;” 
but it is more correct to understand by it the aforenamed 
mapavomia, which the angel opposed. Hofmann rightly 
observes: “the signification of the verb does not imply that 
it is left undone, but simply that opposition is offered to what 
is done or is intended to be done; cf. 1 Thess. ii. 16.”1 The 
word trapadgpovia, “ folly,” dm. Ney. (the verb in 2 Cor. xi. 23), 
unusual in the classics also, instead of which rapag¢poodvn or 
mapadpovnots ; see Winer, p. 90 [E. T. 118]. — Tod rrpodyrov] 
(cf. Num. xxiv. 4) stands in emphatic antithesis to trofuyov 
apovor. - 

Ver. 17. Description of the teachers of false doctrine 
from another point of view, in as far as by making a false 
show of freedom they seduce others to immorality. First, a 
double comparison, of which the second only occurs in Jude 12. 
— ovtol eioe rnyai dvvdpor] The point of comparison lies in 
the deceptiveness of a mny7, which is without water; it 
awakens an expectation which it does not fulfil (as a contrast, 
ef. Prov. x. 11; Isa. lviii. 11).— any here (which Hofmann 
wrongly disputes) means, as in John iv. 6: a spring well; 
fontes enim proprie sic dicti non carent aqua (Gerhard). — «at 
opixrar bro Aaldarros édavvopevar] ouixdn properly mist, 
here clouds of mist, as the plural already goes to prove, as 
well as the fact that it is not the mist, but the misty clouds, 
which must be regarded as foretelling rain. — Aa/Aay, accord- 
ing to Aristotle (lib. de mundo), equal to wvedua Biaov Kat 
etAovpevoy KaTobev dvw; Mark iv. 37. The point of com- 
parison is the same here as in the previous figure, only that by 
bro Nain, €davy. their want of consistency (not: their punish- 
ment) is more pointedly referred to.”>— ois . . . tetnpntac] 
so, too, in Jude 13; it connects itself with odrov, not with 


1 Formerly in this commentary ¢x#aueey was explained thus: that although 
Balaam’s wapagpoviec was not exactly prevented by the ass, still, by the conduct 
of the latter, a beginning was made to prevent it. 

? Wiesinger inappropriately remarks: ‘‘ However empty in itself the conduct 
of these men may be, still for the Christian community it has the effect of a 
storm which cleanses it ;” for their conduct is not compared to a storm, but to 
clouds of mist ; nor is reference made to their effect on the Church, but to that 
of the storm on the clouds of mist. 
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ouixrat, as Hofmann maintains, for how can this relative clause 
express “the dissolving of vapour into nothing” ? 

Ver. 18. Cf. Jude 16.—dmépoyxa yap patairntos 
POeyyopevor] The yap does not serve to explain the figurative 
words, ver. 17 (as formerly in this commentary), for, as Hof- 
mann justly says, “the description of their conduct contained 
in this verse goes far beyond those figurative statements as to 
their nature.” It must be referred either, with Wiesinger, to 
the judgment expressed in ver. 17,—-ofs . . . tetnp. being 
included,—or, as is done by Hofmann, to the relative clause 
only; the former is probably the more correct view.'— 
vmépoykos, “swelling;” in the classics used also of style. 
fatraoTns gives the nature of the swelling, high-sounding 
speeches (“the proud words,” Luther); Luther aptly: “since 
there is nothing behind them.” The word ¢0eyydpevor 
(besides in Acts iv. 18, to be found only here and in ver. 16) 
is here the more appropriate that it is used chiefly of loud 
speaking. — dededfovow ] Cf. ver. 14, — év émruPuplats capKos 
acenryelais] év is commonly taken as equivalent to did, and 
aoeXy. as an apposition to é.: “through the lusts of the 
flesh, through debauchery” (de Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, 
probably Schott too); but thus there is a felt want of a xai, 
or of a second év, and the éwv@vpdae of the seducers, too, are 
not to be considered as the means of allurement. Hofmann 
explains: “by means of fleshly lusts, which they awaken in 
them, through acts of wantonness, the enjoyment of which 
they hold out to them;” but here relations are introduced to 
which the text makes no allusion. It is therefore better to 
take év émi@uplais o. as designating the condition of the 
seducers, and adoeAyeias as the dat. instrum.: “in the lusts 
of the flesh (7.2. taken in them, governed by them) they allure 
by voluptuousness those who,” etc.; Steinfass correctly: “it 
is part of their é7r6. capx. that they seek to allure the mem- 
bers of the church ;” he is wrong, however, when he explains 
the doedyelais as that to which they allure them. Luther 
translates wrongly: “through lasciviousness to fleshly lust ;” 


1 Bengel: Puteus et nubes aquam pollicentur ; sic illi praegrandia jactant, 
quasi lumina ecclesiae ; sed hi putei, hae nubes nil praebent ; praegrandia illa 
sunt vanitatis. 
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év émiOvplas is not equal to eis émrvOupias.— Tods drlyws 
amodevyovtas] odtyws, da. dey., is hardly to be found else- 
where. It expresses both time and measure, and corresponds 
to the English: “ hardly, just” (thus also Schott). Wiesinger 
and Hofmann understand it only of measure, equivalent to 
“little;” Hofmann understands it of space: “they are a little 
way escaped from those who walk in error.” The pres. of the 
verb shows that they are, as it were, still in the act of flight 
from their former condition, and are not yet firmly established 
in the new; cf. ver. 14: suyds dornpixtovs. — Tovs év TAGYH 
avactpepopuévous| not an adjunct co-ordinate with what goes 
before; Luther: “and now walk in error;” but the accus. 
is dependent on dodevyovtas, and of év mAdvy avactpedo- 
pevou are those from whom the persons who are being 
seduced have separated themselves, those who are not 
Christians, especially the heathen, who lead a life év wAdvn 
(Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner, Fronmiiller, Hofmann); Steinfass 
incorrectly understands by the expression the WevdodidaoKnanor. 

Ver. 19. €devbepiav adtois éraryyeANopuevor] Explanation of 
the trépoyca pat. POeyyouevor; the high speeches have as 
their contents the praise of liberty. — émrayyeAdopevot ; they 
assure, promise, those who submit to their guidance that they 
will conduct them to true liberty. — adrol dodd0u trapyovtes 
THs pOopas| A sharp antithesis to édevO. erayyeAr.: “though 
they themselves are slaves of PGopd.” By'pGopa moral corrup- 
tion is generally understood, but elsewhere in the N. T. the 
word never has this meaning; it should rather be taken in 
the same sense as that which it has in ver.12. In Rom. 
viii. 21 it denotes the opposite of 0&4, which Hofmann 
wrongly denies. Schott erroneously takes it to mean “the 
things of sense ;” but these, though they be given up to dopa, 
yet cannot be directly defined as #0opa itself’ The chief 
emphasis lies on dodo. The general statement: @ yap Tes 
HTTnTal, ToUT@ Kal SedovAwTaL, serves to show that the term 
is applied to them not without justification. The verb 
ntTacGa (with the exception of in this passage and in 

1 Hofmann, appealing to 1 Cor. xv. 50, understands oéopé here also as 


meaning ‘‘the corruptible ;” but in that passage the context itself proves that 
the abstract idea is put in plage of the concrete, which is not the case here. 
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ver. 20, to be found only in 2 Cor. xii. 13) is in classical 
Greek often used as a passive and construed with to, and, in 
harmony with its meaning, frequently with the genitive, and 
sometimes also with the dative. The latter is the case here: 
“to whom any one succwmbs.” The dat. with SedSovrAwras 
expresses the relation of belonging to: to him he is made the 
slave, 1.e. Whose slave he is. Schott arbitrarily asserts that 
ATT_TaL With the dat. brings out that the being overcome “ is 
voluntary and desired on principle.” 

Ver. 20 gives an explanation (ydp, equal to: namely) of 
the statement contained in ver. 19, that those there described 
are the dovAo. ths POopas, after that the general remark: 
®... ded0vAwTat has been applied to them. Almost all 
interpreters hold that in this verse the same persons are the 
subjects as in ver. 19; so that the doguydvtes refers to 
those with the description of whom the author has 
throughout the whole chapter been engaged. Bengel, Fron- 
miiller, Hofmann are of a different opinion. They assume 
that dropuyovres refers to those who are led astray, and that 
the latter accordingly, and not the seducers, are to be regarded 
as the subject of the clause. In favour of this view may be 
urged the term dmodvyovtes, which seems to refer back to 
the dmodevyévtas in ver. 18. But, on the one hand, it is 
certainly unnatural to consider those to be the subjects here 
who are the objects in ver. 18, especially as ver. 19 has the 
same subject as ver. 18; and, on the other, it would be more 
than surprising if the apostle did not, from here onwards, 
continue the description of those of whom the whole chapter 
speaks, but should, all of a sudden, treat of entirely different 
persons,—and this without in any way hinting at the transition 
from the one to the other; in addition to this, there is the 
circumstance that #Trévtav corresponds much too directly 
with 47TnTa.— «it yap] The reality, as frequently, expressed 
hypothetically. Without any reason, Grotius would read: 
“ot yap” instead of ef yap. — amopuyovtes] The participle is 
not to be resolved by “although,” but by “after that.” — 
Ta pudopwata Tov Kdcpov] Ta puidopata, a form occurring 
only here; ver. 10: puacpds. — 700 Kocpou, here in an ethical 
sense, as composed of those who walk (ver. 18) év wddvy, or, 
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with Wiesinger: “as the dominion over which sin rules,” 
“ the defilements which belong to the world.” Without sufficient 
reason, Hofmann takes ta pacpata T. K. in a personal sense, 
and thinks that it means, in the first instance, “those 
individuals who are the abomination and blemishes of the 
non-Christian world, and that rovrous dé refers to the 
Christians whom Peter designates as the omthou x. wapor of 
the church.” But nothing in the context hints at this, and 
it is arbitrary to understand by todtos, other prdopara than 
those designated by that word itself. — év ésruyvaces Tod Kuplov 
... Xpictod] ic. by their having come to the knowledge 
of Christ. — tovrous (tc. pidopact) dé madw éeumraKévtes 
nTTavrat] éumdaxévtes is valde emphaticum; éumdéxecOat 
enim dicuntur, qui tricis et laqueis implicantur (Gerhard). 
The particle 6é places in antithesis either the two participles : 
anoduyovtes and mad éumdaxévtes, or the first participle 
and the finite verb 7#Tr@vtas; the former construction is to 
be preferred as the more correct. — yéyovey avrots ... TOV 
mpatov] The same words are to be found in Matt. xii. 45; 
Luke xi. 26;' ta mpata: the former condition, in which they 
were before their conversion; t& éoyata: their subsequent 
condition, into which they have come after their falling away, 
i.e, the condition of complete slavery to the $@opd, from 
which there is no hope of redemption: with the thought, 
Cialleb.x, 26, 27: 

Ver. 21. xpetrtov yap jv avdtois] The same use of the 
imperf. where we should employ the conjunct., Mark xiv. 21: 
kadov Hv avt@; cf. on the constr. Winer, p. 265 [E. T. 352]. 
—pn éreyvaxévas thy odov ths Sixavoctyns] % 080s THs 
duxatoc. is not: “the way to virtue,’ or “the way of 
salvation which leads to the moral condition of righteous- 
ness” (Schott), but a designation of Christianity in so far 
as a godly righteous life belongs to it; cf. ver. 22—% 
eruyvovow] The dat. instead of the accus., dependent on 

1 There is a similar passage in Past. Herm. iii. 9: quidam tamen ex iis 
maculaverunt se, et projecti sunt de genere justorum et iterum redierunt ad 
statum pristinum, atque etiam deteriores quam prius evaserunt. 

2 In Steinfass’ observation: “By the dxasmcdyas of the sddv dixasoodyns 


righteousness is understood as being not the end, but the wayfarer,” the first 
is right, but the second wrong. 
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avtois; by an attraction not uncommon in Greek. — ém- 
otpéwat] is to be taken here in the sense of: “to twrn back to 
the former things ;” ef. ver. 22,as in Mark xiii. 16; Luke xvii. 
31, where it is connected with els ta dmiaw; in Luke viii. 55, 
nevertheless, it is used in the same sense without adjunct; 
see critical remarks. — é€« tis . . . évtodijs] With mapado- 
Gevans avtois, cf. Jude 3.—% dyia évrod) is the law 
of the Christian life, cf. 1 Tim. vi. 14; here mentioned 
because the passage treats of the moral corruption of the 
false teachers. 

Ver. 22. The two proverbial expressions which form the 
close bring out how contemptible is the conduct just 
described. — cupBéBnxe adtois] “it has happened to them,” 
“has befallen them.” —70 ths adnPods tapouwtias] The same 
construction, Matt. xxi. 21: To THs cuxhs; wapoyula denotes 
a figurative speech or mode of expression generally. adnGods 
is added in order to bring out that the proverb has here 
too proved true; the author employs the singular wapouutas, 
because the two proverbs following have one and the same 
meaning. — Kvav émotpéas ... €£épaya] The verse of the 
O. T. Prov, xxvi. 11, LXX., runs: domep Ktwv Stay éréXOn ert 
Tov éavTod EyeTov pulsnTos yevnTar, oUTws appwv TH éavTod 
Kakia avaotpéyas érl tv éavtod auwaptiav; in spite of the 
similarity, it is yet doubtful whether the writer had this 
passage in his eye; probably he took this wapowpia, like that 
which follows,—which can be traced to no written source,— 
from popular tradition. — émvotpéyas] is not to be taken as 
a verb fin., but the predicate is, after the manner of proverbial 
expression, joined without the copula to the noun (Winer, 
p. 331 [E. T. 443]): “a dog that has returned to its éf¢paya” 
(arr. Drey.: “what has been vomited”).—ts Novoapévn .. . 
BopBopov] érictpéyraca may be supplied from what precedes, 
but thus this second zrapouuia would lose its independence ; 
breviloquence is natural to proverbs (Winer, p. 547 [E. T. 
735]); eds, according to the sense, points sufficiently to a 
verb of motion to be supplied: “a sow that has bathed ttsel/, 
to the KvAtcpa BopBdpov.”'— Kidopa (a7. Aey.), equal to 

1 Steinfass interprets erroneously: ‘‘A sow that was bathed, in order the 
better to wallow in the mire.” 

2 PETER. Z 
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xudotpa: the place for wallowing. The genit. BopBopou 
(dim. Ney.) shows the nature of the xvAdcwa where the swine 
wallow; the other reading, xvAcoudv, indicates the act of 
wallowing. —- Similar passages are to be found in the Rabbis. 
Cf. Pott wm loc, 


CHAP, III, 35 


ou 


CHAPTER. ILL 


Ver. 2. Instead of the Rec. jué%v, the reading, according to almost 
all authorities (Lachm. Tisch.), should be: ipay.— Ver. 3. In 
place of év éoydrov in K LP, etc., Syr. utr. Oec. etc. (Griesb. 
Scholz), A B C** s, al., Sahid. Chrys. etc., read : goyérwv (Lachm. 
Tisch.); the fee. is probably a correction after Heb. i. 1; cf. also 
Jude 18.— zy 2urasyyovy] has been rightly adopted into the text 
by Griesb. Scholz, etc. ; it is attested by A B C P 8 27, etc., Syr. 
utr. Arr. etc. Its omission (in K L, etc., ec.) is easily explained 
by its having seemed superfluous on account of the subsequent 
zurainru:.— Tisch. has placed airév before émiduwias, following 
A 8, several niin. Oec.; however, B C K L P, al., m. Theoph. etc., 
are in favour of placing it after émd. (Griesb. Scholz, Lachm.).— 
Ver. 7. Instead of the Rec. r abr& A6yw, after A, Vulg. Copt. 
etc. (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch.8), C L 8, al.; perm. Syr. utr. etc., read : 
ri airod Adyw (Griesb. Scholz, Tisch. 7). According to Buttm., 
the reading in B is uncertain. On internal grounds it is 
difficult to decide which is the original reading; Hofmann, 
however, declares the reading air® to be absurd.— Ver. 9. 
xvpiog| instead of the Rec. 6 zips; the most important authori- 
ties omit the article. — <i qju&s]| Rec. K L, etc.; instead of juts, 
ABC, etc., have iva; and instead of <is, A 8, etc., read dic. 
Tisch. 7 has adopted «is tués, and Lachm. and Tisch. 8 ds iwés ; 
the reading: <is ids, is best attested. Reiche considers that: 
of the ec. to be the original reading: ob testium majorem 
numerum (?) et quia hic modestius et convenientius erat, se 
ipsum includere; the most of the modern commentators prefer 
cis twas; Hofm., however, holds the Rec. to be the original 
reading. Semler looks upon all the three readings as mere 
interpretamenta. — Ver. 10. In B C, Cyr., the article is wanting 
before 7uépa; Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it.— After 
nréarng the Rec. has év wxri (after C K L, etc.), already justly 
omitted by Griesb. as a later supplement from 1 Thess, v. 2 (so, 
too, Tisch.).— Before octpavs the Rec, after A B C (Lachm. 
Tisch. 7), has the article of; in K L& it is wanting (Tisch. 8). 
— In place of Avdjoores, Rec., after A K L (Tisch. 7), Lachm. and 
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Tisch. 8 have adopted the sing. Avd4cerus, following B C ¥; 
perhaps it is a correction according to the common usage. — 
Instead of the Rec. xaraxagozra: in A L, etc, B K P, etc., read 
cipsdnozras; Lachm. and Tisch. have retained the Rec.; the 
latter observes (8): dubium non est, quin «ipedqceras edere 
jubeamur, at hoc vix ac ne vix quidem potest sanum esse; odv 
sive odxérr si praepositum esset, non haerendum esset. The 
greater number of commentators have left unnoticed the reading 
eupebjoeras; not so Hofmann; Buttm. reads: & é airy epya 
cipedjosras; but & instead of ré occurs in no codex. Cod. C 
reads dguvobjoovru See further in the exposition. — Ver. 11. 
rovrwy ov] Rec. after A K Lx, etc., Vulg. Thph. Oec. (Lachm. 
Tisch. 8); in its place B has rotrwy olrws, and CO rodrwy 62 oirws ; 
Tisch. 7 had accepted the version of B,— Ver. 12. Instead of 
enxerat, Lachm., following C, Vule. etc., reads: raxjoeras; pro- 
bably a correction, because of the preceding future. — Ver. 13. 
viv xawny| Rec. according to B C K L P, ete. (Lachm. Tisch. 7); 
in its place Tisch. 8 reads xamjy y%v, according to AN; this 
appears to be a correction, after the preceding xamods . . . 
oUpauvolg.—xare +d éméyyeAua] Rec. according to B C K LP 
(Tisch. 7); instead of xaré, A, ete, read xa; and in place of 
imadyyeruca, AS, etc., have: érayyérAwara; Lachm. has adopted zat 
ra trayyéamora; and Tisch. 8: nara ra émayyérAwara.— Ver. 15. 
According to A B C K PX, etc., instead of the Ree. air& dobsiouy 
(L, etc.), the reading should be, as in Lachm. and Tisch.: doe7ouy 
airé.— Ver. 16. After rdouc, Tisch. 8, following K L P 8, reads 
the article sa%; Tisch. 7 and Lachm. omit ra%, after A B C, al. 
—JIn place of the Rec. év aig (Tisch. 8), after A Bs, Lachm. and 
Tisch. 7 read: é ofs; on this see the commentary. — Lachm. 
has retained the du, which closes the epistle, according to A 
CKLPxs,al.; Tisch., following B, has omitted it, remarking: 
solet omnino a testibus plerisque addi ad finem epistolarum ; 
ter tantum (Rom., Gal., Jud.) non satis auctoritatis est, ut 
omittatur déuqjv. Pauci addunt éuqjv 3 Joh. 


Ver. 1. Not the commencement of a new epistle (Grotius), 
but of a new section, directed against the deniers of the advent 
of Christ. — tradrnv on. . . étatonnv] “ This epistle I write 
to you, as already the second.” Pott: airy dn Sevtépa éotiv 
ériaton}, iv ypapw wvpiv. Fronmiiller incorrectly explains 
nn by : “ now being near my death.” The epistle first written 
is the so-called First Epistle of Peter. — év ais] applies both 
to this and the First Epistle of Peter (Winer, p. 128 [E. T. 
177]). The prepos. év does not stand here in place of 8&4 
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(Gerhard), but refers to the contents. — Sieyelpw . . . Sudvovav] 
for the phrase: dreyelpew év vrouvyoes, cf. chap. i. 13. — dwar 
belongs to dvdvovav. — eidexpuvh, cf. Phil. i. 10. 

Ver. 2. Cf. Jude 17; in Jude mention is not made of the 
apostles, but only of the prophets. — pvc Ojvaz] Infin. of pur- 
pose: “in order that ye may remember,’ equivalent to es 76 
pvnoOhvat (Vorstius). — Tav tpoepnuevov pnudtwov bro TaOv 
aylwv tpopntav] This applies evidently to the Old Testament 
prophets ; and with especial reference to the prophecies which 
relate to the wapovcia of Christ (cf. ver. 4 and chap. i. 19). 
The Vulg. wrongly translates: ut memores sitis eorum quae 
praedixi verborum a sanctis prophetis (or sanctorum pro- 
phetarum).— «Kal tis taév aroctodkov budv evtodAs TOD 
Kuplov Kat cwthpos| On the commonly accepted reading udr, 
a double interpretation has been given; some, making 7uev 
depend on évtoAys, for the most part regard tdv dmocTéAwy 
as in apposition to #uav, thus: “of our, the apostles’, com- 
mand” (Luther: “the commandment of us, who are the 
apostles of the Lord ;” thus, too, Calvin, Hornejus, Wolf, Pott, 
Dietlein, etc.); whilst Bengel more correctly takes 7juév as in 
apposition to dzrocroAwy, as in Acts x. 41: waprvos... 
nut; for otherwise 7uodv must have stood before arocrodwr ; 
cf. also 1 Cor. i. 18. Others, again, hold that #yav is de- 
pendent on drocrodAwy ; thus de Wette: “the commandment 
of our apostles of the Lord, ze. of the apostles who have 
preached to us, and are sent from the Lord.” But against 
this interpretation is the circumstance, that whilst he else- 
where in the epistle designates himself as an apostle, the 
author of the epistle would thus make a distinction between 
himself and the apostles.” On the true reading: vudy, the 
gen. Tod Kupiov does not, as was for the most part formerly 
assumed, depend on drocrdAwy, but on évtodjs (Briickner, 


1 Of course +& sxpotipnutve prywara does not mean ‘‘what has been said before,” 
but ‘‘the words aforetime spoken,” and Hofmann did not require to insist upon 
it ; the more so that the contrary is not asserted in the commentaries against 
which his argument is directed. 

2 De Wette thinks, indeed, that here the non-apostolic writer has involuntarily 
betrayed himself; but, as Stier justly observes, it can indeed hardly be sup- 
posed that the writer should have ‘‘so grossly failed to keep up the part” which 
he had distinctly assumed. 
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Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass); either in the sense: “the com- 
mandment.. . of the Lord of the apostles, 7c. the command- 
ment of the Lord, which the apostles have proclaimed ;” or: “ row 
xupiov is added by way of supplement to év7on.,” and the expres- 
sion is to be left as it stands originally : “ your command of the 
apostles, of the Lord, i.e. which the Lord has given” (Briickner ; 
thus also Wiesinger, Schott); the latter is to be preferred. No 
doubt the parallel passage in Jude runs: 6760 tév aro Toho 
Tod Kupiov hav; but the whole epistle, and especially this 
passage of it, shows that the author of our epistle, even if he 
had Jude’s composition before him, in no way bound himself 
slavishly to individual expressions in it. According to 
Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass, by the a7. du. Paul and his 
fellow-labourers are meant; this, too, is more probable than 
that the apostle included himself among them. — By évToAx is 
here, as little as in chap. il. 21, to be understood the gospel 
or the Christian religion (or, as Dietlein thinks: “the an- 
nouncement, 2.¢. the historical proclamation, of those predic- 
tions of the prophets, partly fulfilled, partly yet unfulfilled, 
which was entrusted to the apostles”); but évrTod7 means 
here, as it always does, the commandment; according to de 
Wette: “the commandment to guard against the false 
teachers,” after 1 Tim. iv. 1 ff. But it is more appropriate, 
and more in harmony with the connection of thought, to 
understand by it the command to lead a Christian life, in 
expectation of the second coming of Christ (Wiesinger, Schott, 
Brickner); cf. chap. ii. 22, i. 5 ff, iti. 12. ; 
Ver. 3. tTodto Tpetov yiveoxovtes] cf. chap. i. 20.— 
yvecxovtes] refers in loose construction (instead of an accus.) 
to the subject contained in prynoOivas. — ort éXevoovtat K.7.r.] 
Cf. Jude 18.1— év éuravypovp] gives sharp prominence to 
the conduct of the éuzatkcras. The word is a dm. Aey.; Heb. 
xi. 36: eumavyuos; with the constr. pyecOar év, cf. 1 Cor. 
iv. 21.— «Kata Tas. . . Topevduevor] Jude 18 and 16; édéas 
is added so as to strengthen the pronoun atrdav. 
Ver. 4. The scoffing words of the éuaterar. — Kal 
1 Hofmann unwarrantably assumes that by that, of which the writer would 


have his readers to be specially mindful, he does not mean only the conten*s of 
the sentence depending directly on yiwéexovezs, but still more than that. 
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A€youres’ od éotw % érayyedia Ths mapovolas aitod] The 
question vod éorw expresses the negation; “quasi dicunt: 
nusquam est, evanuit ; denique vana est et mendax ;” cf. 1 Pet. 
iv. 18. The same form of speech with rod éorw: Ps. xii. 4, 
Ixxix. 10; Mal. it 17; Luke viii. 25.—avrod, te. Christi, 
cujus nomen ex re ipsa satis poterat intelligi (Grotius). 
Gerhard assumes that the scoffers did not mention the name 
of Christ per éfovfevwcuov; thus also Wiesinger, Hofmann. 
According to the connection (ver. 2), the évrayyed/a meant is 
that of the O. T. (cf. chap. i. 19 ff). In what follows we 
have the thesis of the scoffers in opposition to the érayyenia, 
and the basis of it. The thesis is: wavta ottas Siapéves av” 
apyns Kticews; its basis is indicated by the words: aq’ 7s 
(sc. uépas) of matépes éxoruyiOncay. On the assumption that 
the ag’ 7s of mat. éxoy., as used by the scoffers, means the 
period marking off the commencement of the dcapéves, and 
that am’ apy. xr. serves only as a more precise definition of 
it (Briickner, Schott), then by ot vrarépes must be understood 
“the ancestors, the first generations of the human race.” But 
on this view aq’ 7s «.7.d. is an entirely superfluous determina- 
tion (Wiesinger), nor would there thus be any indication of the 
ground on which the scoffers based their thesis; if, however, 
this be contained in dq’ 7s «.7.X., the reference in of ratépes 
can be only either to the fathers of the Jewish people, to whom 
the érraryyedia was given, cf. Heb. i. 1 (Wiesinger), or those of 
the generation to which the scoffers belong (de Wette, Thiersch, 
Fronmiiller, Hofmann). Now, since the falling asleep of the 
fathers of Israel, before its fulfilment, could not well be brought 
as a proof that the promise was of none effect, inasmuch as it 
referred to a time beyond that in which they lived (cf 1 Pet. 
i. 10 ff), preference must be given to the second view. 
Wiesinger, indeed, says that the time of the composition of 
the epistle does not agree with this; but as the tarrying of 

1 This Hofmann disputes, saying: “by the promise is not to be understood 
the Old Testament promise, nor by the future the future of Christ, since those 
who speak thus are members of the Christian church ; but with respect to the 
Old Testament prophecy, they speak of Jehovah’s coming, and, with respect to 
Christ’s prophecy, of His own coming. 4 trayysAla ris rapovcing rot xupiov might 
comprehend the one as well as the other ;” the context, however, is in favour 
of the interpretation which Hofmann disputes. 
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the wapovola had already been the occasion of wonder in the 
church, and Christianity, when this letter was composed, had 
now been in existence for at least thirty-five years, it is quite 
possible that even at that time those who held Libertine views 
could have supported their denial of the Parousia by the fact 
that the expectation cherished by the early Christians had 
remained unrealized, thus calling forth the prophecy here made. 
At any rate, it is a point not to be overlooked, that the words 
here used are represented as to be spoken at a time then 
still in the future. Ver. 8, which otherwise would stand 
totally unconnected with ver. 4, also favours this view.’ ‘The 
connection of the two members of the verse is certainly a 
loose one, since on none of the different interpretations does 
ad %s «7d. stand in close connection with dvayéver. The 
thought which has been somewhat inadequately expressed is: 
Since the fathers fell asleep, nothing has changed,—the pro- 
mise has not been fulfilled,—a proof that everything remains 
as it has been since the creation. With éxo.unPnoar, cf. 
1 Cor, vii. 39, xv. 6, and other passages. — odtws does not 
require any supplement properly so called: “the scoffers 
point as it were with the finger to the (sacred) status quo of 
the world” (Steinfass).— dcapévee does not mean “has 
remained,” nor is it “ will remain,” but the present expresses the 
continuous, uniform duration; da strenethens the idea péveuy. 
— an’ apyis xticews: “since creation took its beginning.” 
Ver. 5. Refutation of the assertion: wavta ottw Sdiapéver, 
by the adducing the fact of the flood.? AavOdver yap... 


1 Dietlein’s interpretation is altogether wrong. According to it, of racépes 
means : ‘‘ One generation after another always standing in the relation of fathers 
to the race succeeding it.” Peculiar, but certainly quite unjustifiable, is the 
opinion of Steinfass, that the scoffers, with reference to the promise contained 
in the Book of Enoch, understood of rartpes to mean ‘the prophetical, or more 
definitely, the eschatological patriarchs, beginning with Enoch and extending 
down to Daniel.” 

* Schott disputes this, and maintains that the scoffers appealed to the fact of 
the flood in support of their opinion, ‘‘in as far as it did not form a definite 
close of the earthly development of the world, by an annihilation of the world,” 
and that now what the writer wished to bring forward against it was why that 
judgment of destruction was executed simply by means of a flood, and conse- 
quently was not an absolute annihilation, but only a change of form; but how 
much here must be read between the lines, and to which no allusion is made. 


CHAP, III. 5. 361 


Oérovtas] yap is not equivalent to 8é, but designates the 
thought which follows as the reason for their scoffing: “Thus 
they speak because ;” cf. Winer, p. 423 [E. T. 568]. — rodro 
belongs either to AavOdvee or to Oédovtas; in the first case it 
refers to what follows: 67v «.7.X.; in which case OéXovTas will 
mean: “willingly, on purpose” (Briickner, Wiesinger, Fron- 
miiller, Hofmann; cf. Winer, p. 436 [E. T. 586]; Buttmann, 
p. 322. Luther: “but they wilfully will not know”); in the 
second case Tovvo refers to the contents of the preceding state- 
ment, and OéAevv means “ to assert;” “for, whilst they assert this, 
uw is hidden from them that” (Dietlein, Schott). The position 
both of todro separated from 67 by Gédovtas, and of Oédov- 
Tas separated by todto from AavOdves, favours the second 
construction; that @érev can be used in the sense of “to 
assert,” is clear from Herodian, v. 3. 11: edkova te Alov 
dvépyacrtov eivat OéXovor; the word marks the assertion as 
one based on self-willed arbitrariness, and as without any 
certain foundation. — 67s otpavol Aaav éxtradrat] ot ovpavoi, 
the plural according to the common usage. — ék7randar; cf. 
chap. i. 3, not: “of old, formerly,” but: “from of old,” ac. jam 
inde a primo rerum omnium initio (Gerhard). —- cay belongs 
in the first instance to ovpavoi; yet the subsequent v4 is to 
be taken as applying to it also.—xal yA é& bdatos Kal ov 
UdaTos cuvectaoa] cuvectHoa expresses the idea of origin- 
ating out of a combination ; cvvicrnpe is often employed thus 
by the Greeks in the intransitive tenses, though the reference 
contained in ovy sometimes disappears almost entirely. The 
prepositions é€€ and é6uaé must not be regarded as synonymous ; 
é€& refers to the substance, dua to the means. A twofold 
significance is thus attributed to the water in the formation of 
the earth, which is also in harmony with the Mosaic account of 
the creation, where the original substance is distinctly spoken 
of as bdwp, and in the formation of the earth water is men- 
tioned as the instrumental element (Briickner). There is, 
accordingly, no foundation for the assertion of de Wette, that 
the author conceived the origin of the world, according to 
Indo-Egyptian cosmogony, as a species of chemical product of 
water. Many interpreters, as Bengel, Wiesinger, Schott, 
Fronmiiller, Hofmann, as also Winer, p. 390 [E. T. 441], 
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explain é& tSatos by saying that the earth arose out of the 
water “in which it lay buried.” But this interpretation is 
refuted by the meaning of the verbal idea cuvestdca, which 
belongs to é€ vdatos; thus, too, an element would be intro- 
duced which would be of only secondary importance.’ Al- 
though cuvvectdca belongs grammatically only to yj, yet in 
thought it has been applied to ovpavol also; thus Briickner, 
Wiesinger, Schott, and in this commentary. This reference 
may be justified thus far, that ovpavo/ is understood of the 
second day’s work of creation, the visible heavens; but it is 
necessary only if xdcpos, ver. 6, is to be taken as meaning 
the heavens and the earth. De Wette arbitrarily refers the 
preposition é& only to the earth, and dvd to the heavens; the 
latter in the sense of : “through the water, between the water.” 
T® TOV Ocod Ady] draws emphatic attention to the fact that 
the active cause of the creation of the world was the Word of 
God; to this 76 Tod Ocod roy, the TO avToD AO, Ver. 7, 
corresponds. 

Ver. 6. &0’ ov «.7.r.] The question is, to what has ov 
retrospect ? The answer depends on the meaning attached to: 
6 ToTe Kdopos. To appearance this phrase must be regarded 
as identical with ovpavoi cat yh, vv. 5 and 7 (vv. 10, 13), 
and in support of this view appeal may be made also to the 
Tore as distinguished from vdv, ver. 7. On this interpretation, 
accepted by most expositors (as also in this commentary), dv 
éy can refer only either to é& ddaros and TO Tod Ocod royo 
(Gerhard, Briickner, Besser, Wiesinger, in this commentary 
also), or to datos alone (Calvin, Pott, etc.)*—the plural being 
explained from the circumstance that the water was formerly 
spoken of both as substance and as medium. The objection 

1 The interpretation of Hornejus shows to what eccentricities commentators 
sometimes have recourse : dicitur autem terra consistere 22 iduros, 1.€. txrds Paros 
seu xpos Udacs, extra aquam s.ad aquas ; 37 vderos, i.e. were 8. by wlow Uduros cum 
aqua s, in media aqua.—The opinion of Steinfass, too, that “‘ cureeraen is to be 
limited to the creation and existence of human beings, anirpals, and vegetables,” 
finds no justification in the words of the epistle. 

* With this reference Burnet (Archaeol. Philos. p. 467) agrees, yet he incor- 
rectly explains 27 dé» by: eam ob causam, or: propter illam (aquam) ; for he 
strangely assumes that whilst the former world was ex aqua et per aquam con- 


stituta, this constitutio perished by the flood, so that therefore the xécmes that 
now is, is. no longer, ex aqua et per aquam, but aliter constitutus. 
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to this explanation, however, is that in the account of the 
flood there is nothing to show that it caused the destruction 
both of the heaven and of the earth, and that the earth only 
but not the heaven was submerged; Hofmann accordingly 
understands by 0 ToTe Kocpos, “the world of living creatures,” 
as Oecumenius already had done: Td dmrédeTo un Teds TaVTA 
TOV KOcMOV akovoTéoy, GANA Tpos mova Ta CHa. On this view 
(where vov only, ver. 6, seems to cause difficulty) dv refers to 
ovpavol Kal yi (Oecumenius, Beza, Wolf, Hornejus, Fron- 
miiller, Steinfass, Hofmann). 

Ver. 7. of € otpavol cal 4 yA] The viv, which applies 
also to 77 y#, cannot, if by 6 Tore xkocpos is to be understood 
the world of living beings, be taken as an antithesis to ro7e, but 
it refers simply to the present continuance of heaven and earth. 
— 7 avt@ [aitod] oy] points back 7é Tod Ocod royo, 
ver. 5; if the reading avrod be adopted, this adjunct gives 
expression to the thought that, like as the originating of the 
heavens and the earth was dependent on the Word of God, 
so also is their preservation to annihilation by fire. If, how- 
ever, avT® be the true reading, the idea seems to be implied 
that the reservation of the heavens and the earth unto judg- 
ment is based already on the words of creation.” Though 
this idea be surprising, it can certainly not, with Hofmann, be 
said to be paradoxical. It is, however, also possible that av7@ 
is only meant to show that the word by which this keeping 
of the heavens and the earth takes place, is the Word of God 
equally with that by which they were created. — te@noaupic- 
pévot cial] “are stored up,” like a treasure, which is kept 
against a particular time, cf. Rom. i. 5. Dietlein is of 
opinion that in the word the idea of use must be kept hold of; 
he defines it thus: “that heaven and earth are to serve as 
the material for punishment, in such a manner, however, that 
they at the same time perish themselves;” but this is justi- 
fied neither by the reference (Rom. ii. 5), nor by the context. 


1 Beda likewise applies 4» to heaven and earth, but interprets (evidently 
erroneously) %é thus, that these are not the causa, but the objectum perditionis ; 
i.e. 3? dy as equivalent to in quibus partibus aere et terra. 

2 Dietlein : ‘‘ The sense is this, that the same Aéyss which created the world, 
assigned also to the post-Noachie world its time and its judgment.” 
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— Tupt typovpevos x.7.r.] “In that they are reserved for the 
fire against the day,” etc.; mupi is more appropriately joined 
with typovpevoe (Briickner, Fronmiiller) than with teOncavpic- 
pévot evot (Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann); this last term does 
not require the adjunct, since in itself it corresponds to the 
joav ... ouveota@ca, and it is only in the second member 
of the sentence that mention can be made of the future 
destruction by fire; otherwise, too, rnpovpevos would be some- 
what superfluous. The thought alluded to in arupl tnpotpevoe 
is further developed in ver. 10. Nowhere in the O. T. or 
N. T. is this idea so definitely expressed as here; yet from 
this it does not follow that it is to be traced to Greek, more 
particularly to the Stoic philosophy, or to Oriental mythology. 
The O. T. makes frequent reference to a future change in the 
present condition of the world (“ Heaven and earth shall pass 
away,” Ps. cii. 26, 27), in connection with the appearance of 
God to judgment; cf. Isa. xxxiv. 4, i. 6; especially Isa. Ixvi., 
where in ver. 22 a new heaven and a new earth is expressly 
spoken of; thus, too, Job xiv. 12. Equally is it more than 
once set forth that God will come to judgment in the destroy- 
ing fire, Isa. lxvi. 15, Dan. vil. 9, 10, ete.; how easily, then, 
from passages such as these could the conception which finds 
expression here arise,’ the more especially that it was pro- 
mised that the world would never again be destroyed by a 
flood, and the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah by fire 
appeared to be a type of the future judgment of the world. 
—Conceptions as to the world’s destruction similar to those in 
the O. T. are to be found in the N. T. Matt. v. 18 (24, 29), 
Heb. xii. 27; of fire accompanying the judgment, 1 Cor. 
ill. 13, 2 Thess. 1. 8; of the new heaven and the new earth, 
Rev. xxi. 1. — els tyuépav . . . av@pdérav] The final end 
against which heaven and earth remain reserved for fire; 
am@deva: the opposite of cwtnpia, cf. Phil. i. 28 (chap. ii. 3). 
—Dietlein erroneously understands tév aceBav avOpoTev 
as a designation of the whole of mankind, in that, with the 
exception of the converted, they are ungodly. To any such 

1 When Schott denies this, and asserts in opposition that the passages Isa. 


Ixvi. 15 ff., together with Mal. iii, 1-3, iv. 1, are “‘the complete statements of 
that event,” surely no judicious expositor will agree with him, 
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exception there is here no reference; the phrase has reference 
rather to the ungodly in contrast to the godly. 

Ver. 8 refers to the reason given in dd’ 7s, ver. 4, on 
which the scoffers based their assertion; it points out that 
the delay, also, of the Parousia is no proof that it will not 
take place. — év 6€ rodro] “this one thing,’ as a specially 
important point. — pu AavOavétw bpas] “ let it not be hid from 
you ;” said with reference to ver. 5.— dre pia jpépa x.7.r.] a 
thought that echoes Ps. xc. 4. The words lay stress on the 
difference between the divine and the human reckoning of 
time. It does not designate God as being absolutely without 
limitations of time (cui nihil est praeteritum, nihil futurum, 
sed omnia praesentia; Aretius), for it is not the nature of God 
that is here in question, but God’s reckoning of time which 
He created along with the world, and the words only bring 
out that it is different from that of man.’ For this purpose 
the words of the Psalms were not sufficient: yidva érn év 
opbarpois cov ws 7 tyépa y éyOés; and therefore on the basis 
of them the author constructs a verse consisting of two 
members. — mapa xuplov] “with God,” ae. in God’s way of 
looking at things. Since, then, time has a different value in 
God’s eyes from that which it has in the eyes of men, the 
tarrying hitherto of the judgment, although it had been pre- 
dicted as at hand, is no proof that the judgment will not 
actually come.” 

Ver. 9. Explanation of the seeming delay in the fulfilment 
of the promise.— od Bpadiver Kbpios THs éraryyedias] The 
genitive does not depend on xvpsos (Steinfass), but on the 
verb, which here is not intransitive, as if mrepé (Hornejus), or 
évexa (Pott), or some such word were to be supplied, but 

1 Hofmann is consequently equally incorrect when he says that the passage 


in the Psalm asserts that ‘‘ for God time is no time,” but here that ‘‘ for Him it 
is neither short nor long.” 

2The following thoughts are not expressed here, although they may be 
inferred from what is said: ‘‘In one single day of judgment God can punish 
the sin of centuries, and can adjust that great inequality which, by so long a 
duration, has been introduced into eternity” (Dietlein); and ‘‘in one day a 
mighty step onwards may be taken, such as in a thousand years could hardly 
have been expected ; and then again, if retarded by the will of God, the march 
of development will, for a thousand years hardly move faster than otherwise it 
would have done in a single day”’ (Thiersch, p. 107). 
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transitive; although elsewhere it governs the accusative (Isa. 
xlvi. 13, LXX.: thv cartnpiav thy tap’ éuod ob Bpadvvd), 
it can, in the idea of it, be likewise construed with the 
genitive.’ — Bpadives means not simply: “differre, to put 
off,’ for the author admits a delay, but it contains in it the 
idea of tardiness (Gen. xliii. 10), which even holds out the 
prospect of a non-fulfilment; Gerhard: discrimen est inter 
tardare et differre; is demum tardat, qui ultra debitum 
tempus, quod agendum est, differt. Cf. with this passage, 
Hab. ii. 8 (Heb. x. 37) and Ecclus. xxxii. 22 (in Luther's 
translation, xxxv. 22), LXX.: cal 6 kvptos od pry Bpadvyy, 
ovde uy paxpoOuproer.— KUpios here, as in ver. 8, is God, 
not Christ, as Schott vainly tries to prove.— @s Tuvés 
Bpadutnta jyobvtat] “as some consider tt tardiness ;” that is, 
that, contrary to expectation, the promise has not yet been 
fulfilled; Grotius: et propterea ipsam quoque rem promissam 
in dubium trahunt. tives denotes not the scoffers, but mem- 
bers of the church weak in the faith.— aArda puKpoOupet eis 
bas] paxpoOvpety c. émi: Matt. xviii. 26, 29; Luke xviii. 7, 
etc.; c. mpos: 1 Thess. v. 14; ¢. efs only here: “with 
reference to you.” — eis buas|] not: “towards mankind called 
of free grace” (Dietlein), nor towards the heathen (Schott), but 
in twas the readers are addressed to whom the epistle is 
written, the more general reference to the others being under- 
stood as a matter of course. The reason of the non-fulfilment 
hitherto lies in the long-suffering love of God; the nearer 
definition lies in the words which follow. — pa Bovdopevos] 
The participle in an explanatory sense: “in that he is not 
willing.” * — twas arorécOat] Twas, namely, such as still lead 
a sensual life. — aAAa mdvtas eis peTdvoray Ywphoar| yopeiv 
here similarly as in Matt. xv. 17 (Aeschyl. Pers. v. 385: ets 
vabv ; cf. Wahl, s.v.), “but come to repentance,’ or perhaps 
more correctly: “enter into repentance;” not as Dietlein 

1To combine c%s trayyzaius with the subsequent ds cies Bpudv0rnra nyoivrat, 
so as to make the genitive dependent on Ppaddrnr« (Hofmann), produces a very 
clumsy and artificial construction. 

? According to Dietlein, Bovaccéa: expresses a ‘‘ determination of the will ;” 
ércy, ‘‘willing as a self-determination ;” this is incorrect, Bovacoéas rather 


means willing, arising with and from conscious reflection ; ae», on the other 
hand, is willing in general, arising also from direct inclination, 
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thinks: “take the decisive step to repentance;” Calvin 
would, quite incorrectly, take ywpeiv either as equivalent to 
recipere, so that xvpsos would be the subject, or as an intrans. 
verb equal to colligi, aggregari. — With the thought, cf. 1 Tim. 
ii, 4; Ezek. xviii, 23, xxxiii. 111 

Ver. 10. #&ev Sé [4] huépa Kupiov ws Krérrys] HE Sé 
stands first by way of emphasis, in contrast to what precedes : 
“but come will the day of the Lord.” These words express 
the certainty of the coming of the day of judgment, and ws 
krérTys its unexpected suddenness; cf. 1 Thess. v. 2 (Matt. 
xxiv, 43): tijs tod Ocod juépas, ver. 12, shows that xupiov 
is here also equivalent to Oeod (not to Xpictod; Schott).— 
év 4 [oi] odpavot porfndov raperetcovtar] This relative 
clause states “the event of that day, which makes it 
essentially what it is” (Schott). poe&nddv, dar. Ney., equivalent 
to peta potfov, is best taken in the sense peculiar to the word: 
“with rushing swiftness” (Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann; Pape, 
s.v.); Oecumenius understands it of the crackling of the 
destroying fire; de Wette, on the other hand, of the crash of 
the falling together. With wapedrevoovrar, cf. Matt. xxiv. 35, 
v. 18; Luke xvi. 17; Rev. xxi. 1. As to how the heavens 
shall pass away, see ver. 12.—otovwela 6€ Kavootpeva 
AvOjcovta] orovxyeta cannot refer to the so-called four 
elements, “inasmuch as the dissolving of fire by means of 
fire is unthinkable” (Briickner), and it is arbitrary to limit 
the idea to three (Hornejus), or to two (Hstius) elements; as 
now the position of the words shows that the expression has 
reference neither to the earth afterwards named, nor to the 
world as made up of heaven and earth (Pott: elementa totius 
mundi tam coeli quam terrae; thus, too, Briickner: “the 
primary substances of which the world, as an organism, is 
composed ;” similarly Wiesinger, Schott), it must be under- 


1Jm order to deprive this passage of all force against the doctrine of pre- 
destination, Calvin remarks: sed hic quaeri potest: si neminem Deus perire 
yult, cur tam multi pereunt? Respondeo, non de arcano Dei consilio hic fieri 
mentionem, quo destinati sunt reprobi in suum exitum: sed tantum de 
voluntate, quae nobis in evangelio patefit. Omnibus enim promiscue manum 
illic porrigit Deus, sed eos tantum apprehendit, ut ad se ducat, quos ante con- 
ditum mundum elegit ; Beza, Piscator, etc., also apply this passage to the 
electi only. 
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stood of the constituent elements of the heavens, corre- 
sponding to the expression: ai duvdpes tav ovpavay, Isa. 
xxxiv. 4; Matt. xxiv. 29 (cf. Meyer im loc). This view is 
justified by the circumstance that in the preceding of ovpavol 

. . TapehevoovTas no mention has as yet been made of the 
destruction of heaven and earth by fire. At variance with 
this view, Hofmann understands the expression otovyeta here 
as a designation of the stars, arbitrarily asserting that cTovyeia 
“cannot be only original component parts, but must also be 
prominent points which dominate that by which they are 
surrounded,’—appealing to Justin (Apolog. ii. c. 5, and Dial. 
c. Tr. c. 23), who speaks of the stars as otovyela ovpama. 
To this view it may be objected, that the author could not 
picture to himself a burning of the stars, which appeared to 
him as fiery bodies; neither do any of the corresponding 
passages of Scripture allude to this.— The verb cavooto0at 
only here and in ver. 12: “to burn;” in the classics: “to 
suffer from heat ;” the participle expresses the reason of the 
AvOyjcovTar: “will be dissolved by the burning.” Ave, in 
the sense of: to destroy, to bring to nothing, Eph. ii. 14; 
1 John iii, 8,—very appropriate here if otovyeia be the 
original elements. —xal yh Kat ta év adtTi épya KkataKan- 
cetat] Ta Epya are neither the wicked works of man (after 
1 Cor. ii, 15), nor his works in general (Rosenmiiller, 
Steinfass, Hofmann); the reference may be either to the 
opera naturae et artis (Bengel, Dietlein: “the manifold forms 
which appear on the earth’s surface, in contrast to the earth 
as a whole;” thus also Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, 
Fronmiiller); or the expression may be synonymous with 
that which frequently occurs in the O. T.: 7 yA Kal To 
TAnpwwa avdTHs, that is to say, the creations of God which 
belong to the earth, as they are related in the history of 
creation, cf. Rev. x. 6. Hofmann wrongly urges against this 
view, that on it ta év avtH would be sufficient; for even 
though this be true, it does not follow that the addition of 
the word épya would prove that it is “the works of men” 
that are here meant. With reference to the reading 
evpeOjoetat, instead of the Rec. Kkataxanoeras (see critical 
remarks), Hofmann regards it as original, and considers the 
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words kai Ta... ebpeOnoetas as an interrogative clause 
subjoined to the preceding affirmative clause. Of course an 
interrogative clause may be subjoined to an affirmative; but 
when Hofmann, in support of his interpretation, appeals to 
1 Cor. v. 2, he fails to observe that the relation between the 
statement and the question there is entirely different from 
that which is supposed to exist here. 

Vy. 11, 12. trovtav ody wavtwrv dAvopévor] TobTwY TdvToV 
refers to all the things before mentioned, and not only, as 
Hofmann thinks, to the immediately preceding épya. As 
regards the reading otws, instead of the Rec. odv, it is indeed 
not supported by the preponderance of authorities; it deserves, 
however, the preference because it (equivalent to: “as has 
before been stated”) is more significant than the reading odv. 
The present Avoyévwy is explained by Winer, p. 321 [E. T. 
430]: “since all this is in its nature destined to dissolution ; 
the lot of dissolution is, as it were, already inherent in those 
things” (thus also Dietlein, de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger) ; 
but it is more correct to find expressed in the present the 
certainty of the event, which is, no doubt, as yet future 
(similarly Schott), especially as the passing away of all 
things, as it is formerly described, is in consequence not of 
their nature, but of the will of God as Judge. Hofmann 
denies, indeed, any reference to the future, remarking: the 
present participial clause brings out that this is the fate of 
the subject; but this fate is one which is realized only in the 
future. — mrotamovs def x.7..] As regards its arrangement, 
this period, as far as the end of ver. 12, is divided by many 
into two portions, of which the first closes either with tuas 
(Pott, Meyer in his translation) or with edoeBelass (Griesbach, 
Fronmiiller), and forms a question to which the second half 
supplies the answer. But opposed to this construction is the 
word: wotazrovs, which in the N. T. is never used as indirect 
interrogation, but always in exclamation. Consequently the 
whole forms one clause, which has a hortative sense (so, too, 
Hofmann),' and before which may be supplied for the sake of 


1 Hofmann, however, does not urge the N. T. usage of roramots in favour of 
this construction, but ‘‘the want of purpose and coldness of dividing the 
thought into question and answer.” 

2 PETER. 2A 
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clearness: “consider therefore.” The sense is: “since all 
that passes away, consider what manner of persons you ought 
to be;” Gerhard: quam pie, quam prudenter vos oportet con- 
servari; yet woramés (in classical writers generally wodazds) 
is not equivalent to quantus (Bretschneider, de Wette- 
Briickner), but to qualis. — év dyiaus dvactpopais Kal evoe- 
Beats] The plural marks the holy behaviour and the piety 
in their different tendencies and forms of manifestation. 
These words may be taken either with what precedes (so 
most commentators) or with what follows (thus Steinfass) ; 
the latter is to be preferred, since the force of srotazrovs 
would only be weakened by this adjunct. — rpocdoxavtas 
Kal omevoovtas THY Tapovclay THs TOD Oeod iuépas] not: 
“so that,’ but: “since ye... in holy walk... look for.’— 
Most of the earlier interpreters arbitrarily supply eds to 
omevoovtas ; Vulg.: exspectantes et properantes in adventum ; 
Luther: “hasten to the day.” Others attribute to the word 
the meaning: “to expect with longing,” but this force it 
never has; in the passages quoted in support of it the word 
rather means: “to prosecute anything with zeal,” eg. Pind. 
Isthm. v. 22: oaevdew aperdv; Isa. xvi. 5, LXX.: om. 
dixatoobyny ; but then the object is always something which 
is effected by the action of the omevdovros; the original 
signification of hastening, hurrying, is to be kept hold of 
here. That by which this hastening is to be accomplished is 
to be gathered from ver. 11, namely, by an holy walk and 
piety. The context nowhere hints that it is to be accom- 
plished only by prayer’? (Hofmann, following Bengel).— The 
expression: Ti wapovalay ths Tov Ocod auépas, occurs nowhere 
else; with 7 7. Qeod ny., cf. ver. 10 and Tit. ii. 13; to tapovolay 
Steinfass arbitrarily supplies “tod Xpuorod.” —&’ Hv odpavol 
x.T.r.] A resumption of what is said in ver. 10.—6v’ fv 
may be referred either to r7v mapovotay (Steinfass, Hofmann) 
or to THs 7. ©. 7uépas; in both cases the sense remains sub- 


1 De Wette gives substantially the correct interpretation : ‘* They hasten the 
coming of the day, in that by repentance and holiness they accomplish the 
work of salvation, and render the wexpodvuia, ver. 9, unnecessary ;” and 
Wiesinger further adds: ‘‘and positively bring it on by their prayers” (Rev. 
OXI li (a) 
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stantially the same. It is to be taken neither as equivalent 
to per (like dca, c. gen.), nor in a temporal sense (Luther: “in 
which ”); but it denotes here, as it always does, the occasioning 
cause, equal to “on account of” (Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott ; 
ef. Winer, p. 373 [E. T. 498]). Dietlein translates correctly, 
but arbitrarily explains the phrase by: “in whose honour as 
it were.” — mrupovpevor] cf. Eph. vi. 16; Dietlein falsely: “ in 
that they will burn;” the part. is present, not future. — 
thxeTat| de Wette: “tyxerar must not be taken strictly as 
meaning to be melted, as if atovy. were to be conceived of as a 
solid mass, it can be regarded as synonymous with \WweoAar;” 
the reference to Isa. xxxiv. 4, LXX.: xal taxnoovtas wacat 
at dvvduers THY ovpavev (cf. Micah i. 4), cannot fail to be 
recognised. Gerhard: cum tota mundi machina, coelum, 
terra et omnia quae sunt in ea sint aliquando peritura, ideo ab 
inordinata mundi dilectione cor nostrum abstrahentes coeles- 
tium bonorum desiderio et amore flacremus. 

Ver. 13. kawods 5€ ovpavods Kab yhv Kati] This verse, 
which does not depend on &’ #y (Dietlein), but is joined in 
an independent manner to what goes before, forms the anti- 
thesis to the thought last expressed, and serves to strengthen 
the exhortation contained in vy. 11, 12. — By xawovs . 
xawny the heaven and the earth of the future are distin- 
guished as to their character from those of the present, and 
prominence is given to their glorified condition ; cf. 2 Cor. 
v. 17. The same idea of a new heaven and a new earth is 
expressed in Rey. xxi. 1. — Kata 10 émdyyedpa avo] cf. Isa. 
Ixv. 17, lxvi. 22. adrod] ic. Ocod; the O. T. promise, 
principally at least, is meant. mpocdoxmpev, which looks back 
to mpocdoxavtas, ver. 12, significantly designates the new 
heaven and the new earth as the aim of the certain hope of 
believers. — év ois duvxatootvn Katotxet] A similar thought is 
contained in Isa, Ixv. 25; cf. also Rev. xxi. 3-27. Evasmus 
incorrectly refers év ofs to the subject contained in mpoodo- 

1 Although this passage does not finally settle the dispute, whether an entire 
destruction, an annihilation, or only a transformation of the state of the world 
is to be looked for, whether the world is to be destroyed by fire, quoad substan- 
tiam suam, or quoad qualitates suas, still it gives more support to the second than 


the first idea, since, in spite of the strong expressions which the writer makes 
use of, it is not decidedly stated that the world will be dissolved into nothing. 
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K@mev; it plainly goes back to xatvovs ovp. K. Yyiv Kaw. 
Sixacocvvn, not equivalent to gloria et felicitas coelestis, utpote 
verae justitiae praemium (Vorstius), but the vera justitia itself, 
ie. the holy conduct, completely in harmony with the divine will, 
of those who belong to the new heaven and the new earth." Hof- 
mann widens the idea too much, when he says that “ducaroovvn 
is to be understood not as applying only to the right conduct 
of men, but in the sense of integrity of nature generally.” 

Ver. 14. 810, dyarntol, tadta mpoadoxavtes] The parti- 
ciple does not give the explanation of the 66: “ wherefore, 
because we expect this” (Wiesinger, Schott), but the waiting 
for it belongs to the exhortation (Dietlein, Briickner, Steinfass). 
—omovddcate domo... . év eipnvy] daomirot, cf. 1 Pet. 
1.19: apoépnros, besides here only in Phil. ii. 15, “wnblamable” 
(Deut. xxxii. 5: téxva poepnra) ; reverse of the false teachers : 
omidot Kat pomot, chap. ii. 138.— avr] not equal to ta 
avtov, nor is it the dat. comm. (Schott); and as little: “with 
reference to him” (Hofmann); but: “according to His (1.0. 
God’s) judgment.” — evpePjvar] refers not to the future time 
of the judgment, but to the present time of the expectation. 
— év cipnvn] This adjunct does not belong to rpocdoKartes, 
as Beza considers probable, but to evpeOAvar Gominot 1.7.2. ; 
it gives the life-element, in which the Christian must move 
(so, too, Briickner) ; cf. Eph. i. 4: év dydan; 1 Thess. iii. 13: 
év aywwovvn, if he would be found an domidos: eipyvy is here 
not “concord” (Pott, Augusti), nor is it “ the good conscience,” 
but peace, in the full meaning of the word; the addition is 
explained from ver. 15. Dietlein incorrectly takes év eipyvy 
as the object to be supplied to a@omAou kal apwpntot, which 
are here used not as relative, but as absolute adjectives ; 
at the same time, too, he limits e¢oyvn, in the conception of it, 
to “ peace of the church, especially to peace in relation to the 


1In the Book of Enoch also, similar conceptions are to be found; chap. 
xc, 17: ‘and the former heavens, they shall pass away and be dissolved, and 
new heavens will appear ;” chap. liv. 4, 5: ‘In that day will I cause mine 
elect to dwell in their midst, and I will change the heavens,” ete.; ‘‘1I will also 
change the earth,” etc.; 1.5: ‘‘the earth shall rejoice, the righteous shall 
dwell therein, and the elect shall go and walk therein ;” x. 17: ‘The earth 
shall be purified from all corruption, from all crime, from all punishment, and 
from all suffering.” 
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church authorities.” Not less erroneous is it to regard, with 
Steinfass, €v e(pjvy as the opposite “ of all division between 
the Jewish and the Gentile elements.” The interpretation of 
de Wette: “to your peace,” equivalent to eds epyynv (Beza: 
vestro bono, clementem illum videlicet ac pacificum experturi), 
cannot be justified on linguistic grounds. 

Vv. 15, 16. Kat tH Tod Kuplov Huav paxpobvyiav] See 
ver. 9: “the long-suffering of our Lord, which consists in 
this, that He still keeps back the last judgment.” It is open 
to question whether o xvpios juoev means God (de Wette, 
Dietlein, Fronmiiller) or Christ (Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass) ; 
what goes before favours the former (vv. 14, 12, 10, 9, 8), 
the N. T. usage the latter; in both cases the sense is substan- 
tially the same. — cwtnpiav yeioGe] antithesis to: Bpadutira 
nyoovrat, ver 9: “the paxpoOvyia of the Lord account for 
salvation,” z.e. as something which has your salvation as its 
aim, that is, by your making such use of the time of grace, 
that the fruit of it is the cwrnpia.—Kabws Kat o ayamnros 
nuav aderpos IIaidos x.7.d.] The reference here to Paul is 
evidently meant to emphasize the exhortation given ; it is, 
however, more particularly occasioned by the circumstance, 
that many persons had been guilty of wresting the apostle’s 
words, and against this the apostle wishes to warn his readers. 
— 06 ayamntos x.7.r.] designates Paul not only as a friend, or 
a fellow-Christian, but as one with whom Peter feels himself 
most intimately connected in official relationship. Hofmann, 
on the other hand, presses the plural jor, and thinks that 
by it the apostle, with a view to his Gentile readers, would 
unite the Jewish-Christians with himself, so as to show that 
the apostle of the Gentiles was a beloved brother to them as 
wellasto him. The adjunct: cata ryv Sobeicay atte codiar, 
acknowledges the wisdom which has been granted to him, of 
which also the utterances which the apostle especially has in 
his eye are the outcome. — éyparev tiv] Which epistle or 
epistles are meant? According to Oecumenius, Lorinus, 
Grotius, etc., as also Dietlein and Besser: it is the Hpistle to 
the Romans, on account of chap. ix. 22 (4veyxev év odd 
paxpoOupia) and chap. il. 4; according to Jachmann: the 
Epistle to the Corinthians (chiefly on account of 1 Ep. i. 7-9), 
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in consideration of the words: kata... copiav ; according to 
Estius, Bengel, Hornejus, Gerhard, etc.: the Hpistle to the 
Hebrews, on account of ix. 26 ff, x. 25,37. These different 
opinions assume that «as applies only to the last thought 
expressed in this verse. But there is no reason for any such 
limitation, since this exhortation is joined in the closest 
manner possible to that which precedes it in ver. 14. 
Wiesinger rightly rejects the supposition that cafes éyparbe 
refers still farther back, namely, to the whole section relating 
to the Parousia (de Wette, with whom Brickner agrees, and 
Schott). — Since the document to which the author alludes is, 
by éypawev tyuiv, indicated as one addressed to the same circle 
of readers as Second Peter, the reference here cannot be to 
the above-named epistles, nor yet to the Epistle to the Thes- 
salonians (de Wette), but only to the Epistle to the Ephesians 
(Wiesinger, Schott, Hc fmann: to this Steinfass adds the First 
Epistle to Timothy and the Epistle to the Colossians ; Fron- 
miiller, the last-named epistle and that to the Romans). In 
support of this may be urged the character of this epistle as a 
circular letter, and the echoes of it to be found in First Peter. 
It must also be observed, that although the precise thought 
expressed in the beginning of this verse is not to be found in 
that epistle, yet the epistle itself is certainly rich in ethical 
exhortations with reference to the Christian’s hope of salva- 
tion." It is plainly entirely arbitrary to assume, with Pott 
and Morus, that the apostle here refers to an epistle which we 
do not now possess. 

Ver. 16. @s Kat év mdoats [Talis] érictonats] sc. &ypaner. 
By this adjunct the epistle of Paul, referred to in éypayev 
vty, is definitely distinguished from his other epistles; but what 
is true of the former is asserted also of the latter, 7c. that they 
contain the same exhortations, a statement, however, which is 
more precisely limited by AaA@v év aitais twept rovUTwv. The 

1 Schott must be considered mistaken in appealing to this, that ‘it is pre- 
cisely the Epistle to the Ephesians, ii. 11-iii. 12, which contains the most exact 
development of the idea expressed here in ver. 9 and ver. 15, that the divine 
direction of history, with a view to the completion of salvation, has given the 
peculiar significance to the present time, to lead into the church the heathen 


world, which will be the subject of the future completion of salvation ;” of all 
this absolutely nothing is here said. 
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difference in the reading, that is, whether the article is to be 
put with wdoass or not, is of trifling importance for the mean- 
ing, since it is unwarranted to suppose that wacais tats marks 
the epistles of Paul as forming a formally completed collection 
(Wiesinger),—the article only showing that the epistles of Paul 
were already known as such. — daddy ev adtais epi TovTwv] 
Aada@v is not for: év ais Aare? (Pott), but it means: “when 
in them (we. in his epistles) he speaks of these things.” swept 
Tovtwy can only have the same reference as xaos, ver. 15 ; 
that is, then, not strictly to the teaching as to the Parousia as 
such, but chiefly “to the exhortation given in ver. 14 f.” 
(Wiesinger), and what is connected with it. — The remark in 
what follows alludes to that which occasioned the mention of 
Paul’s epistles. — év ois or als éote dvovonta twa] It can 
hardly be decided which is the true reading: of or ais. 
Schott thinks that for the sense it is immaterial, since, if ais 
be read, the tuva must be limited to the passages where Paul 
happens to speak wep) tovtwyv; and if év ofs, the reference can 
be to those things or questions not generally, but only in the 
way in which they are discussed by Paul. Reiche holds a 
different view; in his opinion, év ofs refers to those things in 
themselves, év ais to the epistles generally ; this can, however, 
hardly be correct, for it is scarcely conceivable that the author 
should let fall a remark closely conjoined with what had 
gone before, which departs so entirely from the connection of 
thought. Besides, év ais deserves the preference not only on 
account of the external authorities, but because of the follow- 
ing: @s Tas RouvTas ypadds (Wiesinger, Briickner, Reiche, 
Hofmann ; Schott otherwise). teva is generally regarded as 
the subject, and dvcvonra as the predicate belonging to it; the 
position of the words, however, decides that dvov. twwd must 
be taken together as subject (Schott, Hofmann). By dveventa 
must not be understood, with Schott, “the things which in 
themselves are opposed to the human mind,” but the expres- 
sions in which Paul speaks of them; Steinfass correctly : 
“qa are words, not objects;” for to the things the verb 
otpeBArovowy is not suited. What the apostle meant can only 
be gathered from the connection; consequently the reference 
here cannot be to utterances of the Apostle Paul with respect to 
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the Parousia itself (Schott), and therefore not to any statements 
of his, such as are to be found in 1 Thess. iv. 13 ff; 1 Cor. 
xv. 12-58. Still less does the connection appear to justify 
the assumption that “the Pauline doctrine of freedom ” 
(Wiesinger) is meant. Since, however, Paul’s statements 
with regard to Christian freedom stand in close relation to 
the final completion of salvation, and the idea of it forms 
such a characteristic feature of Paul’s teaching, which 
could only too easily be distorted by misunderstanding, 
it is certainly possible, indeed it is probable, that the author 
had it chiefly in mind in using this somewhat indefinite expres- 
sion.. —@ ot dpabeis cal aothpixtor otpeBrodow] apuabys, 
aim. Ney., according to de Wette, equivalent to “ unteachable, 
with the implied idea of stubbornness and of unbelief.” This 
is incorrect, aua0ys means only “zgnorant ;” no doubt the 
secondary idea given by de Wette may be connected with 
this (as in the passages quoted, Joseph. Antig. 1. 4. 1, and 
ii. 14. 4), but here it is not to be presupposed, since the idea 
aoTnpixtos connected with duabys, although denying strength 
of faith, does not deny faith itself; with dorypixtos, cf. chap. 
ii. 14. Most interpreters assume that the reference here is to 
the seducers, the Libertines and deniers of the Parousia formerly 
mentioned ; but as a designation of them the expressions are 
too weak; chap. ii. 14, too, is opposed to this (Schott). — 
otpeBroov, ar. dey., strictly: “to turn with the otpéBrn.” 
Here it means: “to distort the words,” 1.e.to give them a sense 
other than they actually have; equivalent to dvactpépe (cf. 
Chrysostom on 2 Cor. x. 8: obtou mpos tas olxelas Siudotpeyrav 
Ta pnuata évvoias); the word is to be found in another 
figurative sense in 2 Sam. xxii. 27, LXX.— os kal tas Nouras 
ypadds] This addition is somewhat surprising, not only because 
all more precise statement of the ypadaé referred to is want- 
ing, but because by it otpeSdovv, which formerly had refer- 

1 According to Hofmann, it is passages such as Eph. ii. 5 f., Col. ii. 12, that 
are meant, ‘‘ for with these and similar statements the teaching of a Hymenaeus 
and a Philetus could be combined,—that the resurrection was already past, and 
that no other resurrection than that which takes place in regeneration is to be 
looked for. —This doctrine, combined with the other, that the world of sense 


has nothing related to God, would produce that justification of immorality 
predicted in chap. ii.” 
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ence only to the ducvonra twa in the epistles of Paul, is here 
extended to entire writings; for to interpret ypagdai by 
“passages of Scripture” (de Wette), is arbitrary. — It is very 
improbable that the reference is to the O. T. Scriptures (Wie- 
singer, Schott, Steinfass), since the author would certainly 
have defined them more nearly as such’ (Briickner) ; probably, 
then, other writings are meant, which, at the time of the com- 
position of this epistle, served, like the epistles of Paul, for 
the instruction and edification of the Christian churches; it is 
possible, therefore, that these included other writings of the 
N. T.; but that they were only such, cannot be proved. That 
the words presuppose a collection of N. T. writings properly 
so called, is without any reason asserted by de Wette (Briickner). 
— pos thy idiay aitay at@deay] idiav serves to intensify 
aut: “to their own destruction” (cf. chap. ii. 1); the wresting 
of Scripture has this consequence, inasmuch as they make use 
of the distorted expressions, in order to harden themselves 
in their fleshly lust. 

Vv. 17, 18. Concluding exhortation and doxology. — tpets 
obv] Conclusion from what goes before. — mpoyiwackovtes] 
“ since ye know it beforehand ;” 1. that such false teachers as 
have been described will come; not: “that the advent of 
Christ will take place,’ nor: “that the consequences of the 
otpeBrody will be the arw@dea” (Schott). — Puraocecde, iva 
pn] Since @uAdooecGe is nowhere else construed with ta px, 
iva x.7.. is not to be taken as an objective clause, but as one 
expressive of purpose ; “ consequently special emphasis lies on 
gurdaocecbe” (Schott).—7H tdv abécpov TrAdGYN cUVaTTAX- 
Gévtes] The d@ecpor (cf. chap. ii. 7) are the aforementioned 
éurraixrac and Libertines. — rAdvn is not: “seduction” (Diet- 
lein: leading astray of others), for the word never has this 
meaning (not even in Eph. iv. 14); nor would the ovy in 
the verb agree with this, but, as in chap. ii. 18: “ moral-reli- 
gious error ;” with cvvarray@évtes, “ carried away along with,” 
cf. Gal. ii. 13, and Meyer on Rom. xii. 16. — éxréonre tod 
édiov otnpvywov] With éxmimre, cf. Gal. v. 4, and Meyer in 

1 Although in other parts of the N. T. ai ypagei always means the O. T. Scrip- 


tures, still the addition of sai proves that other Scriptures are here referred 
to; it would be different were aumds not added. 
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loc. — ornpiyp.ds, a7. Aey., is the firm position which any one 
possesses (not: the fortress; Luther); here, therefore, the firm 
position which the readers as believing Christians take up; 
ef. i. 12; antithesis to the duaecis xat dorhpixrot, ver. 16. 
Dietlein explains the word quite arbitrarily of the “remaining 
at peace in the church.”——Ver. 18. ad&dvere 5é] Antithesis to 
the éxwéonrte ; the remaining in the firm position can take place 
only where the av£dvew is not lacking. Calvin: ad profectum 
etiam hortatur, quia haec unica est perseverandi ratio, si assidue 
progredimur. Hofmann incorrectly connects this imperative 
with dvAdocecOe, to which it is supposed to be related as a 
further addition; this view is opposed by 5é — év ydpete Kal 
yveoet ToD Kupiov «.7.r.] does not state “the means and the 
origin of the growing” (Schott), but that in which they should 
grow or increase; avfavew, without any nearer definition, 
would be too bald in presence of the ta py... éxiéonte 
«7. With regard to the two ideas: ydpus and yveous, 
Aretius says: illud ad conversationem inter homines refero, 
quae gratiosa esse debet; hoc vero ad Dei cultum, qui con- 
sistit in cognitione Christi; this explanation is wrong; ydpus 
can be only either the grace of God, so that the sense of the 
exhortation would be, that they should seek to acquire the 
grace of God in ever richer measure (Hornejus, ete.) ; or—and 
this is preferable-—the state of grace of the Christians (accord- 
ing to Calvin, etc.: the sum of the divine gifts of grace). — 
The yvaous is here specially mentioned, because the author 
regarded it as the living origin of all Christian activity.— 
The genitive: tod xupiov x.7.X., is taken by de Wette, Briick- 
ner agreeing with him, with reference to ydpus, as the subjec- 
tive, with reference to yvaous, as the objective genitive; in 
like manner Hofmann. This twofold reference of the same 
genitive is inconceivable;’ if it belong to both ideas, it can 
only be the gen. auctoris (Dietlein, Steinfass); but since it is 
more natural to explain it in connection with yv@ous as gen. 
objec., ydpis must be taken as an independent conception. — 
Finally, the doxology, applied to Christ; Hemming: testi- 
monium de divinitate Christi, nam cum tribuit Christo aeternam 


1 Hofmann, indeed, appeals to Rom. xv. 4; Tit. ii. 18; 1 Pet. i. 2; but these 
passages do not prove what they are meant to prove. 
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gloriam, ipsum verum Deum absque omni dubio agnoscit. — 
The expression: els 7€pav aidvos, is to be found only here; 
Bengel takes #uépa in contrast to the night: aeternitas est 
dies, Sine nocte, merus et perpetuus; this is hardly correct ; 
most interpreters explain the expression as equivalent to 
tempus aeternum, synonymous with eis Toy aidva, 1 Pet. i. 25, 
or with es tods aiévas, Rom. xvi. 27; this is too inexact; 
Hepa ai@vos is the day on which eternity, as contrasted with 
time, begins, which, however, at the same time is eternity 
itself, — aunv] cf. Jude 25, 


THE EPISTLE OF JUDE, 


EN DE. ODL ON, 
SEC. 1.—AUTHOR AND READERS OF THE EPISTLE, 


eag LE author to his name Jude subjoins the particular 
designations : “Incod Xpictod Soddos and aderdpos 
6€ "IaxwB8ov. The first of these designations is no 
evidence against his apostleship, as Arnaud cor- 
rectly observes (see Philip.i. 1 ; Philem. 1); but the second is, 
inasmuch as it is not credible that an apostle, in order to 
make himself known, should have named himself according to 
his relationship to another, whether that other be an apostle 
or not. It is true, in order to prove the identity of the author 
of this Epistle with the Apostle Jude, whom Matthew (x. 3) 
names AeBBaios (Rec. adds: 6 émixdnOels Oaddatos), and 
Mark (iii. 18) Oaddaios, the fact has been appealed to that 
Luke (Acts i. 13 ; Luke vi. 16) calls him "Iovéas "Iaxé8ov; 
but it is arbitrary to supply to "Iax@Bou, aderdos, instead of 
the usual supplement vios; see Meyer on Luke vi. 16. 
It is to be observed, against Winer (dib/. Realw. under the 
word Judas), who will supply aéeddos, because in Matt. x. 
3 and Mark iii. 18, Lebbiius is directly united by «ad with 
James as an apostolic pair, that this is properly only the 
case in the first passage; but in that very passage where a 
brotherly relationship exists, as with Peter and Andrew, and 
with John and James, this is expressly stated; whilst Philip 
and Bartholomew, Thomas and Matthew, Simon and Judas 
Iscariot are united together by «ad, without any assertion that 
these pairs so united were brothers. The very mode and 
381 
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manner, then, in which James, the son of Alpheus, and Jude 
are placed together in the apostolic lists, proves that they were 
not brothers. — Further, if it be possible that an apostle could 
refer to the apostles generally, as is done in this Epistle 
(vv. 17, 18), yet that mode of expression is more natural in 
the mouth of one who was not an apostle than in the mouth 
of an apostle. — Jude does not more definitely state who this 
James was, whom he calls his brother. But doubtless he was 
that James who, from an early period, stood at the head of the 
church in Jerusalem.—Since, then, from preponderating 
proofs (see Introd. sec. 1, to commentary on the Epistle of 
James), it is to be assumed that this James, who was called 
the brother of the Lord, is not identical with the Apostle 
James the son of Alpheus,’ it is also not to be doubted that 
Jude is not a brother of the latter, but of the former, and 
consequently likewise a brother of Jesus. That, nevertheless, 
he does not call himself the brother of Jesus cannot appear 
strange, since the bodily relationship to the Lord must retire 
before the spiritual relationship, which he expresses by the 
appellation "“Incob Xpictod Sovdos; it is the same reason 
which induced James in his Epistle not to designate himself 
as a brother of the Lord.— We possess only very uncertain 


1 Thiersch (Herst. des. hist. Standp., ete., p. 480f.) rightly observes: ‘‘ If 
ever a critical view concerning historical persons was artificial and unnatural, 
assuredly that is which regards the brothers of the Lord as the cousins of 
Jesus, the sons of Clopas and a Mary, a sister of the mother of Christ. Herder’s 
argument against this view is so obvious and striking, that it is almost unin- 
telligible how such an hypothesis, which does violence to a series of passages, 
should even down to our times be maintained by critics.”” — If, on the contrary, 
Dietlein (‘‘ Review of Arnaud’s Researches,” etc., in the allg. Repert. von Reuter, 
August 1851) maintains the idea of the Messianic family, in order to reckon 
among the 2d:a@zis, besides the cousins, also the uncle, etc. of Jesus, history is 
thereby subordinated to hypothesis. The same is the case when Schott main- 
tains that ‘‘it is opposed to the spirit of the N. T. history of salvation, that an 
actual brother of the Lord should attain to such a high position in the church, 
as James obtained as chief of the church of Jerusalem ;” and when he declares 
that ‘it is a historical necessity that the actual brothers of Jesus should retire 
into the background.” The other proofs by which Schott, who considers the 
so-called ‘‘ brothers of Jesus” as his actual brothers, will attempt to prove that 
the James and Jude here mentioned belong not to them but to the apostles, are 
not here, but in the commentary to the Epistle of James, discussed ; so also with 
regard to the view of Hofmann, who likewise regards the author of this Epistle 
and his brother James as the Apostles Jude and James. 
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notices of the personal history and labours of Jude (for an 
account of them, see Arnaud), which are the less to be con- 
sidered as historical, since they are not only frequently con- 
tradictory, but also in them the author of the Epistle and the 
Apostle Jude are confounded together. 

The readers, for whom this Epistle was primarily intended, 
are described only in the most general terms, and neither their 
locality nor their condition is definitely stated. There is no 
indication that the Epistle was written only to Jewish Chris- 
tians. Arnaud, indeed, with truth remarks: “Jude expounds 
his proofs in a manner peculiar to the Jews. From the 
beginning to the end he uses their mode of speech and their 
manner of expressing an idea; he employs images and com- 
parisons, makes allusions, and uses niyths, traditions, and 
examples which were familiar to them.’ But all this might 
have its reason in the individuality of the writer, without 
being conditioned by a regard to the readers. Most expositors 
assume that the readers resided in Asia Minor; on the con- 
trary, Schmidt, Credner, Augusti, Arnaud, and Wiesinger are 
of opinion that they are to be sought for in Palestine. The 
question cannot with certainty be decided. 


SEC. 2,—OBJECT AND CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE, TIME AND 
PLACE OF ITS COMPOSITION. 


The object of the Epistle is the confirmation of the readers 
in the gospel published to them by the apostles, in opposition 
to certain intruders, who, abusing the liberty of the gospel, 
gave themselves up to immoral excesses, and even to blas- 
pheming the divine majesty. De Wette, Schwegler, Arnaud, 
Reuss, Bleek, Briickner, and Hofmann consider them to be 
only vicious men. On the contrary, Dorner (Lntwicklungsgesch. 
der Lehre von der Person Christi, Thl. I. p. 104) observes: 
“The opponents of Jude are not only corrupt in practice, but 
also heretical teachers.” They are not indeed described as 
actual false teachers; but yet from vv. 4, 8,18, 19, we can 
hardly think otherwise than that their libertinism was con- 
joined with dogmatic (perhaps Gnostic) errors: on which 
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account also Briickner states that “they had points which 
bordered on the dogmatic;” and Hofmann says that “they 
_screened their immoral conduct by blasphemous assumptions.” 
Weiss (Petrin. Frage Il. in Stud. wu. Krit. 1866, H. 2) calls 
them “ Libertines on principle.” That they attached them- 
selves to a particular definite Gnostic system, for example, 
that of the Carpocratians (Clemens Alexandrinus), cannot be 
proved. Their tendency appears to have been related to the 
error of the Nicolaitanes and the Balaamites (Rev. i1.); 
(Thiersch, Wiesinger, Schott). Jude opposes to them simply 
the apostolic gospel, without particularly characterizing the 
points of their contradiction to it. 

It is peculiar to this Epistle, that passages occur in it which 
appear to be taken from the apocryphal book of Enoch, or, if 
this should not be the case, at least to have arisen from an 
apocryphal tradition of Encch; as the quotation contained in 
vv. 14,15; the statement about the sin of the angels and 
their punishment, ver. 6; the description of the false teachers, 
ver. 8; also the reference (ver. 9) to the apocryphal tradition 
of the contest of Michael with the devil is peculiar.” This 
admixture of apocryphal traits can, on an unprejudiced con- 
sideration, only serve to strengthen the conviction that the 
Epistle does not proceed from an apostle. 

The train of thought is as follows: After the address, in 
which the readers are only generally characterized as Chris- 
tians, the author states that he esteemed it necessary to exhort 
them to continue in the faith delivered to them (ver. 3), and 
that because of certain intruders, whom he designates as 
lascivious men and deniers cf Jesus Christ, whose condemna- 
tion was certain (ver. 4). That this condemnation will come 
upon them, he confirms by three examples: that of the people 


1 See also Ritschl, Abhandl. wtb. die im Br. des Judas charakterisirten 
Antinomisten in d. Stud. u. Krit. 1861, part I. p. 103 ff. The opinion of 
Ritschl, that these heretics had retained only abstractly their principle that 
grace establishes freedom to practise immorality, has been justly rejected by 
Wiesinger as unwarrantable. 

? Hofmann disputes this, maintaining that in Jude there occurs only an inter- 
pretation or expansion of what is stated in Scripture, and which is as justified as 
that which oceurs in Acts vii. 22f., xiii. 21; Gal. iv. 28; Heb. xi. 37 ; 2 Tim. 
iii. 8; although he grants that more is signified in Jude than in these passages, 
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delivered from Egypt, that of the fallen angels, and that of the 
cities of Sodom and Gomorrha (vv. 5-7). These intruders are 
then described by two characteristics, namely, as defilers of the 
flesh and as despisers and blasphemers of heavenly dignities ; 
the greatness of their sin is brought prominently forward by 
comparison with the conduct of Michael in his contest with 
the devil, and a woe is denounced upon them as those who 
walk in the way of Cain, Balaam, and Korah (vy. 8-11). In 
the following verses (vv. 12, 13) the author proceeds with his 
description, adducing their debauchery at the Agapae, and 
representing in various figurative expressions their vain and 
impudent conduct, by which he is reminded of the judgment 
which awaits them, quoting for this purpose a saying of Enoch 
as a prophecy which holds good of them (vv. 14,15). To 
this succeeds some additional characteristics of those erroneous 
teachers, to which an exhortation to the readers is added to 
be mindful of the words of the apostles who have prophesied 
of the appearance of such mockers (vv. 16-18). After Jude, 
with another glance at his opponents, has exhorted his readers 
to keep themselves by faith and prayer in the love of God, and 
to wait for the mercy of Christ (vv. 19-21), he gives a short 
direction how to behave toward those who have been already 
perverted (vv. 22, 23). A doxology forms the conclusion of 
the Epistle (vv. 24, 25). 

The Epistle contains no other data for the determination of 
the time of its composition than the description of the heretics 
and the exhortation to attend to the preaching of the apostles; 
but from these it may be inferred that it belongs not to the 
earlier, but, as most expositors assume,’ to the later apostolic 
age; although “ there is no necessity, with Reuss, to assign it 
to the extreme limits of the apostolic literature ” (Briickner). 
Although in the Pastoral Epistles the immoral life of the 
heretics there attacked is censured, yet libertinism does not 
appear to have attained to the same stage of development as 
with the opponents of Jude; and Jude would hardly have 
appealed to the preaching of the apostles as a thing of the 


1 The reasons by which Schott endeavours to prove that the Epistle was 
written at the end of the year seventy, or the beginning of the year eighty, are 
too uncertain to enable us to draw this conclusion with certainty. 


JUDE. 2B 


386 THE EPISTLE OF JUDE, 


past, if the apostles were yet at the height of their apostolic 
activity. Bertholdt, Guericke, Stier, Arnaud, and others think, 
from the fact that there is no mention of the judgment of God 
on Jerusalem, that it is to be inferred that the Epistle was 
written before the destruction of that city, since Jude would 
certainly not have omitted this most fearful and most signi- 
ficant judgment, if it had already taken place, particularly as 
he mentions almost all the most noted examples of divine 
judgments. But this conclusion is very uncertain, especially 
as the hypothesis on which it is founded is incorrect. Jude 
takes at random only some of many examples, and indeed such 
—at least this is evidently the case with the judgment on the 
angels, and with that on Sodom and Gomorrha—as refer to 
a definite kind of sin, which is not applicable to the judg- 
ment on Jerusalem. He mentions neither the deluge nor the 
first destruction of Jerusalem. From the relation which exists 
between this Epistle and the apocryphal book of Enoch, nothing 
certain regarding the period of composition can be inferred, 
particularly as the opinion concerning that relation is by no 
means settled; for whilst early critics assert the origin of 
this book, at least in its original condition, to pre-Christian 
times, and assume later interpolations, as Liicke (inleitung in 
die Off. Joh., etc.), Ewald, Weizsiicker (Untersuchungen tiber 
die evangel. Geschichte), Kostlin (Tiibing. theol. Jahrbb. 1856), 
especially Dillmann (das Buch Henoch tibersetzt wnd erklirt, 
1853), and others; Hofmann and Ferd. Philippi (in his book, 
das Buch Henoch, sein Zettalter, etc., 1868) attempt to prove 
that it belongs to the Christian age, and was composed by a 
Jewish Christian ; the reasons, however, adduced by them are 
not sufficient to cause us to regard the result of their exami- 
nation as well founded. 

Mayerhoff (Hinl. in die Petrin. Schriften, p. 195) supposes 
the place of composition to be Egypt, because Clemens 
Alexandrinus first quotes it, because the images employed 
in ver. 12 refer to a country which bordered on the sea, and 
was frequently exposed to drought by the east and south 
winds, and because the book of Enoch was first used in Egypt. 
But Schwegler has correctly rejected these reasons as in- 
sufficient. 
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SEC. 3— AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE, 


Eusebius reckons this Epistle, as indeed all the Catholic 
Epistles, except First John and First Peter, among the Anti- 
legomena. The earliest Fathers who mention it are Tertullian 
(de habit. mul. c. 3) and Clemens Alexandrinus (Strom. iii. 
p. 431, Paedag. iii. 8, p. 239, ed. Sylb.), who has also com- 
mented on it. Origen often quotes it, and distinguishes it by 
special praise; Comm. on Matt. xiii. 55: “Iovdas éypawev 
ETLOTOANY, OMYOTTLYOY MEV, TETANPOLEVNY Se TOV Tis odpaviov 
xapiTos éppwyévov Néywv. He, however, indicates that its 
genuineness is doubted by many. Jerome also mentions these 
doubts, saying that many rejected it on account of the 
quotation from the apocryphal book of Enoch; he himself, 
however, considered it as genuine. It is wanting in the 
Peshito (but not in the MS. in the Bodleian Library at. 
Oxford; see Guericke, Hinl. p. 42); but, on the other hand, 
it is mentioned in the Muratorian Canon. Since the fourth 
century it has been generally acknowledged as a genuine: 
canonical writing. As the author does not call himself an 
apostle, criticism in more recent times was more inclined to. 
consider it authentic than some other writings of the N. T. 
Even de Wette observes, that there is no reason why Jude: 
should not be the author of this Epistle; neither its use of 
the book of Enoch, nor its probable acquaintance with the 
Epistle to the Romans, nor its harsh style, though betraying 
a familiarity with the Greek language, are opposed to this— . 
Schwegler judges otherwise. He infers from vv. 17, 18 that 
the Epistle belongs to the post-apostolic times, although in 
point of doctrine its character is very simple and undeveloped. 
He thinks that the forger chose the name of Jude, the brother 
of James, in order to indicate the community of principle 
with this latter person. In opposition to this it is to be 
observed, that, had the Epistle been written in the interests 
of Jewish Christianity against Pauline, we should surely have 
found indications of this; and a forger would hardly have 
attributed his writing to Jude, a person otherwise so entirely 
unknown. The above-mentioned verses by no means point 
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to a post-apostolic age, since they rather suppose that the 
readers have heard the preaching of the apostles. The fact 
that we find no definite references to this Epistle among the 
early Fathers, and that its genuineness at a later period was 
not wholly undoubted, is easily accounted for, partly from its 
special tendency (particularly from doctrine being so little 
referred to), partly from. the apocryphal traits with which it 
is pervaded, and partly from the fact that the author did not 
belong to the apostles. 
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"Tovda émicton. 


Instead of this superscription (in A C K) there is found in B 
only Iodda. 


Ver. 1. Instead of Ino. Xp. (Rec. after A BLY, etc., several 
vss. etc., Lachm. Tisch. 8) Tisch. 7 had adopted Xpiorod ’Inood, after 
KP, etc., without sufficient justification. — jy:nouévos] Rec. after 
K L P, etc. ; instead of this jyarjuévos, in A BR, 5, al., Syr. 
utr. Erp. Copt. etc., Orig. Eph., is adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
It is true that there are exegetical difficulties connected with 
the latter reading, but it is too strongly defended by authorities 
to be on that account considered spurious. Reiche, Schott, 
Hofmann have declared for it, Wiesinger against it; Briickner 
is undecided. — Ver. 3. ris xow%s ournpias | Ree. after K LP, al. ; 
Tisch. 7 has retained this reading; Lachm. and Tisch. 8, on the 
contrary, read xow%s yudiv owrnpias, for which A BC x, 5, al., Syr. 
Erp. Sahid. Theoph. Lucif. testify. The weight of authorities 
is in favour of this latter reading; it is possible that judy was 
omitted, in order to give to the idea a universal character. — 
Ver. 4. Instead of the usual form yap, Lachm. and Tisch., after 
A B, read ydépira, which occurs in classical writers only among 
the poets (see Buttmann, Ausf gr. Sprachl. § 44. Anm. 1) 
[E. T. 13].— civ povov Seomdrgy xeeh xbpiov nudv “1. Xp. with 
Griesbach, Scholz, Tittmann, Lachm. Tisch., after the testi- 
monies of A BC x, 10, Lect. 1, 3, Erp. Copt. Sahid. ete., Eph. 
Didym. Chrys. — The Rec. has after deorérqy the word ©zév (in 
K L P, ete, Syr. utr. Thph.), which, however, is a later 
addition, the more definitely to distinguish decrérqy from xtbproy 
joiv. In later MSS. many other variations are found, namely : 
Osdy xa) Oeordrny rov xup. nu. I. Xp., OL Oeorirny nal Ody roy xup. Hu. 
"I, Xp., OY Osiy deomdryy nad xbp. nu. I. Xp.— Ver. 5. After eidéras 
the Rec. has iwés; Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it; it is 
wanting in A B O** several min. etc., but is found in K L x, 
etc. It may have been omitted on account of the preceding 
imag. — rotro (Lec. after K L, etc.) appears to be an explanatory 
correction instead of the original +évra, for which A B C** x, 
etc., Vulg. etc, testify; also Reiche considers révra as the 
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original reading. & has drut after xvipis, so also several 
versions, yet after ér: xtpw¢. Two reasons co-operated for this 
displacement: (1) because éra& did not appear to suit «ddrac, 
and (2) because the following +d dedrepoy appeared to require a 
word corresponding with odcws. Tisch. on this observes: quae 
quidem lectio omnino praeferenda esset alteri, nisi incredibile 
esset dra locum post sidéras a quopiam correctore nactum 
esse. Reiche remarks: loco, quem vulgo occupat, testium 
auctoritate servari debet—The Rec. 6 xtpis is found in K L, 
most min. some vss. and Fathers; Tisch. 7 has retained it; 
Tisch. 8 reads, after C* 8, xdpmog without the article. A B, 
several min. etc., have Ijsods instead of xtpsog (on this Tisch. 8 
remarks: articulum:om. et A B et reliqui qui ’Ijoots praebent) ; 
Lachm. and Buttm. have adopted 6 ’Ijoots ; C** and Lucif. read 
6 @cés. The reading "Iyoots (instead of xdpis) is indeed very 
strange, but might for this reason be changed into the other 
readings. — Ver. 6. Instead of re after dyyéAoug (Tisch.), A, some 
min. etc., have 62. Lachm. has 62 in the text-edition ; but, on the 
other hand, in the larger edition he has rightly again adopted 
ve. — Ver. 7. rotros spérov|] Rec. after K L, etc.; a correction 
instead of rpérov rotrorg (Lachm. Tisch.) in A BC 8, many min. 
etc. — Ver. 9. Instead of 6 6: Mix. 6 dpydyyedos, ore, Lachm., 
against the testimony of A C K Ly, etc., has adopted, after B, 
bre Mix, 6 apy. rére.— Ver. 12. A B, 13, al.,m. edd. Syr. utr. 
(Copt. 2) ete., read after obro/ stow the relative o/, which Griesbach 
considers as probably genuine, and Lachm. and Tisch. have 
rightly adopted into the text ;+ the omission must be considered 
as an explanatory correction. — éyérais] instead of which A C 
and some min. read draraig; a correction after 2 Pet. ii. 13. — 
ivav|] Lachm. has in the small edition airéy, after A, etc., butin 
the larger edition the Rec. iuév, which is sufficiently attested 
by B C K LY, etc.; the reading airé», which Stier without 
reason considers as original, is explained from 1 Pet. ii. 13. — 
Instead of ixd dvéuav, 8 reads rar! dvéum ; an evident correction. 
— rupapepiueves] is already by Griesb. Scholz, etc., after almost 
all authorities, rightly adopted into the text instead of the Rec. 
wepidepoueveus, — Ver. 13. dypia xiwaura is in Ninstead of xbuara 
éypia, Which is attested by all authorities. — Buttmann has, 
after B, adopted rAavjres instead of cAaujros, and Cépos instead 
of 6 @égos; as the other authorities, so also & testifies for the 
reading of the Rec. — zis aidiva] after A BC 8, etc., instead of the 


? Reiche incorrectly observes that Buttmann has not adopted oi, and has 
adduced B as a witness for the reading of the Rec. On account of the difficulty 


which the article presents, Reiche considers the reading of the Rec. as the 
original, 
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Rec. sig rbv aidiva. — Ver. 14. Instead of the form pospirevez, 
attested by almost all authorities, Tisch. has, after B*, adopted 
expopnrevos. — cyiais wupidow] after A BK L, etc., instead of the 
Lec, wupidow avis in C; in S the reading is wupréow duytay 
ayyzruv.— Ver. 15. 2reyEa] after AB CK L 8, etc., instead of 
the Rec. 25eX¢yEcr.— After aoeBe% the Rec. has airy, found in 
K L, some min. vss. and Fathers ; retained by Tischendorf; and 
defended by Reiche; on the other hand, it is wanting in A B C 
(Lachm.) ; its spuriousness is scarcely to be doubted. — doeBeraug 
airav is wanting in N; doeBelas in C; the omission is easily 
explained. — Tisch. 8 inserts after rév oxAnpéiv the word Advay, 
after C 8, and many min.; it is wanting in most authorities 
(Tisch. 7); it appears to have been added from a regard to the 
preceding rév zpyav.— Ver. 18. After Zreyov tui Tisch. 7, after 
AC K L, ete. has és: (Rec.); Tisch. 8 has omitted it after 
B L* &; so also Lachm. in his larger edition, but hardly 
correctly. — Instead of the Rec. 2v zoydrw xpi (K L P, some 
min. and Oecumenius), which is an explanatory correction, 
Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly adopted éa’ zoydérov rot xpévov; 
the article roi is found in AX, al., etc.; its omission is easily 
explained, because éoydérov was taken for an adjective. — goovras] 
Whilst Lachm. in his small edition instead of it reads éAeboovras, 
he has in the large edition rightly adopted the reading of the 
Rec. The reading éAcdoovra: (in A C** etc.) is a correction after 
2 Pet. ui. 3. & has promo manu éoovres; on the other hand 
corrected 2Aetoovre.— Ver. 19. After drodspifovres the Rec. has 
savrors (C, Vulg. Aug.); an evident correction. — Ver. 20. Instead 
of the Rec. +7 ayiar. itv riore eromodomotvres exurovg (K L P, 
al., pl. Syr. etc.), Lachm. and Tisch. read éomodowoitvres twur. +7 
ay. iv. t. (A B C8, al., several vss. etc.).— Vv. 22, 23. The 
readings are here very various. The ec. has «ui obs piv éAserre 
Siaxpwopevor obs Of gy O6Bw owlers, ev sod rupis cprdlovrec. This 
reading is found in K L P (only rod before rupés is omitted); A 
reads xa) ols piv éréyyere Osuempwowévous, os 02 owlere én mupic 
apraovres, obs O& édse?re ev 968; Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted 
this reading, only that instead of édce?re they read, with B: éAcére. 
— B deviates in this, that in ver. 22 it reads not éAéyyere, but 
éae%re (so also 8); in ver. 23 it omits the first ods 42, and instead 
of éace?re has the form éaedére; C agrees on the whole with A, 
yet C** has in ver. 22 2dcére, as B, and in ver. 23 the words ois 
6: éXec?re are wanting in C. The reading of A is held as the 
original by Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, Reiche, because the 


1 Tisch. 8 has it likewise in the text, although he says in the notes : omisimus 
eum A. BCR, etc. 
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other readings can be most easily explained from it; Hofmann, 
on the contrary, prefers the reading in 8, which is found also 
in B, only with the inadvertent omission of the words oie 6 
after d:axpivouévovg ; Whilst de Wette thinks that the original 
reading is preserved in ©. The reading in B probably lies at 
the foundation of the reading in K L P; the twofold erzdrs 
was naturally objectionable, and therefore the words ois 6: 
zre&re were left out, dsaxpwouévovg changed into the nominative, 
and év é8w placed before o#%ere. For further observations, see 
the exposition. — Ver. 24. Instead of iwas (ed. Elz.; AC L&, 
al., perm. several vss, Theoph. ete., Lachm. Tisch. 8), Tisch. 7 
had, after K P, al., etc., hardly correctly adopted atrots ; A has 
nus. — Ver. 25. uivw ©: is correctly adopted by Griesbach, 
after A B Cx, 6, al., Syr., etc., instead of the Rec. wovw 09% Ose 5 
cops) is evidently borrowed from Rom. xvi. 27, and is without 
reason defended by Reiche. — d:& ’Inood Xpiorod xupiov yuev Is 
likewise adopted by Griesbach (after A B C, etc.), whilst the 
words are wanting in the Rec.— The Rec. between diF% and 
usyarwown has xat after K L P, etc., which is correctly omitted 
by recent critics; on the other hand, the words xpd cavris rod 
aiévo¢, wanting in the Rec., are attested by almost all autho- 
rities. — The subscription of the Epistle is in B: *Iovd«e; in C: 
"Tovda exsororn xecborswy; and in A: “Iovda éaisrony. 


Vy. 1, 2. The superscription is in form similar to that of 
the Epistles of Paul and Peter: “Iovéas “Incod Xpicrod 
SovAos «.7..] Sodros, as its position and Rom. i. 1, Phil 
i. 1, Jas. 1. 1 (see also Tit. i. 1), show, denotes not the 
general service of believers to Christ (Schott), but the special 
service of those appointed to the gospel ministry. The more 
definite statement of office is here wanting; as the author is 
not the Apostle Jude (see Introd. sec. 1), so that his position 
in the Christian church is to be regarded as similar to that 
which a Barnabas, an Apollos, and others occupied, who, 
without being apostles in the narrower sense of the term, yet 
exercised a ministry similar to the apostolic. — With the first 
appellation the second ddergos *IaxwBov is connected by 8é 
(see Tit. i. 1), which, although not precisely a contrast 
(Schott), yet marks a distinction. This appellation serves 
not only to indicate who this Jude is (Arnaud), but likewise 
to justify his writing. Jude does not call himself “the 
brother of the Lord,” because his bodily relation to Christ 
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stepped behind his spiritual, perhaps also because that surname 
already specially belonged to James, — ois ev Op marpt 
nyaTnpévows [yysacpévors] kal «.7.r.] According to the 
reading 7jyvacpeévous, év expresses not the mere instrument of 
holiness, but holiness as consisting in fellowship with God. 
The participle is either substantive, co-ordinate to the follow- 
ing *Inood Xpicté retypypévors KAnToIs, or adjective, which is 
more probable on account of the similar participial form, tern- 
pnuévous. — According to the reading jyamnpévois, ev Oecd 
matpt may denote the sphere within which the readers are 
nyarnpevot, namely, by the writer. Against the opinion of 
de Wette, “that in this objective designation the subjectivity 
of the author cannot be mixed,” Col. i. 2 might be appealed 
to, where Paul names the readers of his Epistle adderdoé, that 
is, the brethren of himself and Timotheus (see also 2 John 1 
and 3 John 1); but in relation to what follows: cai Ino. Xp. 
TeTnpnpevots, this view is correct. — In the Vulgate, tots év 
Oc® vratpi is taken as an idea by itself: his qui sunt in Deo 
Patre, etc.; and then to this idea the two attributes are added: 
nyarnpuéevors and “Ino, Xp. ternp. Kryntots. Apart from its 
harshness, not only is it opposed to this construction that by 
it the parallelism (incorrectly denied by Schott) of the two 
members of the clause—which is strongly indicated both by 
the form of the sentence and also by év t@ rratpé in refer- 
ence to the following "Incod XpicrG—is destroyed, but also 
nryannpevors would then be without any proximate statement. 
The same is also the case when it is assumed, with Rampf 
and Schott, that the participles jyamrnuévors and “I. X. 
reTnpnuevous are equally subordinate to éy Ocs marpi, and 
explained as expressing “the living ground on which the 
called possess that which is expressed in the two participles” 
(Schott). The supplying of io Ocod or rapa Oe@, necessary 
for this view, is at all events arbitrary ; moreover, the juxta- 
position of tots év Oe@ matpt Inc. Xpict@ rerynpypévars is 
extremely harsh. —It is incorrect to take év as equivalent to 
vao (Hensler); év is rather to be retained in its proper 
signification, in which it is entirely suitable to the idea 
dyaracOa, as the love which proceeds from any person 
dwells in him, the xAyn7or as they are loved by God so are 
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they loved in God. Hofmann incorrectly explains it: “who 
have been accepted in love by God;” for ayamdv never has 
this meaning, not even in the passages cited by Hofmann : 
1 Thess. i. 4; 2 Thess, ii. 13; Col. ii, 12.— God is called 
carpi in His relation to Christ, not to men: see Phil. ii. 11; 
Gal. i. 1; and Meyer on the latter passage. —xal “Inood 
Xpicte Ternpynuévots KAnTots] The dative “Inc. Xpicre@ is not 
dependent on an év to be supplied from év Oe@ warpi (Luther : 
preserved in Jesus Christ). Hofmann indeed appeals for this 
supplement to Kiihner, Gr. II. p. 477; but incorrectly, as this 
is rendered impossible by jyamnwévors intervening. What 
Kiihner says could only be the case were it written: é€v Oc@ 
matpi Kat Incod XpictS nyarnpévors. Also “Inood Xpuor@ 
is not the causative dative with the passive, instead of t7o 
with the genitive, but the dative commodi: for Christ (Bengel, 
de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, and others). The participle 
teTnpnuévots is used neither instead of the present participle, 
as Grotius thinks, nor is it here to be understood of the act 
completed before God (de Wette, Wiesinger); but it simply 
denotes that which has taken place up to the time when the 
Epistle was written; thus: “to the called, who have been 
kept for Christ ;” namely, in order to belong to Him in time 
and in eternity (so also Schott)! The idea rernp. is com- 
pletely explained from the falling away from Christ which had 
taken place among so many ; see ver. 4; comp. also John xvii. 
11; 1 Pet. i. 5.— Although év O¢@ warpi cannot be gram- 
matically connected with rernpypévors, and although it primarily 
belongs to #yamrnuévois, yet it indicates by whom the pre- 
servation has taken place; Hornejus: quos Deus Pater... 
Christo... donavit et asservavit huc usque, ne ab impostori- 
bus seducerentur et perirent.— «dntois] a designation in the 
Pauline sense of those who have not only heard the gospel, but 
have embraced it by faith; see Meyer on 1 Cor. i. 24. 
Ver. 2. édeos «.7.r.] The word €deos is used in the formula 
of salutation only here and in the Pastoral Epistles. The 
addition kal aydrn is peculiar to Jude. The relation of the 

? Arnauld incorrectly explains it: aux appelés gardés par J. Chr., c’est-a- 


dire : & ceux qui ont été appelés & J. Chr. par la prédication de l’Evangile et que 
J. Chr, garde fidéles. 
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three terms is thus to be understood: éAeos is the demeanour 
of God toward the xAnrtot; efpyvn their condition founded 
upon it; and dydin their demeanour proceeding from it as 
the effect of God’s grace. Accordingly aydzn is used here as 
in Eph. vi. 23 (see Meyer zm loco); only here the love is to 
be limited neither specially to the brethren (Grotius), nor to 
God (Calov, Wiesinger). Still aydzn may also be the love of 
God to the «Antois; comp. ver. 21 and 2 Cor. xiii. 13 [14] 
(so Hornejus, Grotius, Bengel, de Wette-Briickner, Schott, 
and others). No ground of decision can be derived from 
TAnOvvGein, With the reading yyamnpévors the second ex- 
planation merits the preference, although the position of this 
expression after eipyvn is somewhat strange. On 7AnOvvOein, 
see 1 Pet. i 2; this form is apparently derived from Dan. 
mi 3. 

Vv. 3, 4. Statement of the reason which determined Jude 
to write this Epistle: comp. on this 2 Pet. i. 12 f., iii. 1 f— 
ayarntot] found at the beginning of an Epistle only here 
and in 3 John 2. — mracav orovdny rovotpevos k.T.r.] 
Giving all diligence to write wnto you of the common salvation, 
I felt constrained to write to you, exhorting you to contend for 
the faith once delwered to the saints. Pricaeus, Lachmann, 
Buttmann put a comma after the first and after the second 
vpiv, so that mepi . . . cwrnplas is connected with avaykny 
écyov, and trapaxandar, etc., is separated from ypdwat. Most 
expositors, on the contrary, as Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, de 
Wette, Wiesinger, etc., connect mepi owrypias with the pre- 
ceding ypadew, and unite wapaxadev with ypdvya. Not 
only the position of the words, but also the train of thought 
decides for this latter arrangement ; for since, according to ver. 
4, the dvdyen, inducing the author to write this Epistle, 
consisted in the appearance of wicked men, so it is evidently 
more suitable to connect ypdapar with tapaxaddy érraywvi- 
feoPat, having special reference to it, than with the general 
idea mepi THs Kowns cwrnplas, particularly as the contents of 
the Epistle are anything but a treatise concerning the common 
salvation The preceding participial clause states in what 


1 The translation of the Vulgate: omnem solicitudinem faciens scribendi vobis 
de communi vestra salute necesse habui scribere vobis depraecans supercertari, 
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condition Jude was when the dvdayxnv éyew came upon him ; 
the ozové) to write already existed when the entrance of 
certain ungodly men constrained him not to write generally 
Tept THS Kowhs owrnpias, but to compose such a hortative 
Epistle as the present. Some expositors incorrectly think that 
the dvdyxn had its reason in the omovd) (Erasmus: tantum 
mihi studium fuit, ut non potuerim non scribere vobis); others, 
that to the ozovd: the avdyxn supervened as a new point; so 
Hornejus: cum summum mihi esset studium scribendi ad vos 
aliquid de communi nostrum omnium salute, etiam necessitas 
insuper scribendi imposita fuit, quae autem illa sit, statim 
addit (so also Calvin and others). De Wette (with whom 
Briickner agrees) considers that Jude by the first clause 
expresses that “he had been engaged on the composition of a 
longer and more comprehensive Epistle (the loss of which we 
have to lament), when he was for the time called away from 
that work in order to write the present Epistle ;” but the 
expression wacav omovdjy motovpevos does not necessarily 
involve actual writing.’ — omovédyv toveicOar is only found 
here in the N. T. (2 Pet. i. 5: oovdijy raicav rapeodpépen ; 
/ \ , . 
prologue to Ecclus.: mpoopépeww twa orrovdyjv); the meaning 
is: to be eagerly solicitous about something ; it may refer both 
to mental activity and to external action; here the former is 
the case. lLuther’s translation: “After I purposed,” is too 
flat; Meyer’s is better: “since it lies pressingly upon my 
heart.” — qacav serves, as frequently, for the strengthening of 
the idea—The participle zrocodmevos, in connection with the 
aorists éoyov yparrat, is to be taken as the imperfect parti- 
ciple. Stier incorrectly translates: “when engaged in it I 
would take diligence.” It expresses the activity which took 
ete., may also be punctuated in both ways. Lachmann has, in his larger edition 
of the N. T., punctuated it as he has done in the Greek text ; in other editions 
of the Vulgate, on the contrary, the other punctuation is found. 

* De Wette incorrectly appeals for this supposition to Sherlock (in Wolf), 
who thus explains it: dilecti, animus mihi erat, scribere ad vos de communibus 
doctrinis et spe evangelii ad fidem vestram et Jesu Christi cognitionem amplifi- 
candam ; jam vero coactum me video, wt hoc institutwm deseram et ad cavendum 
praesens periculum, vos exhorter, ut serio teneatis eam quae vobis tradita est, 
doctrinam, contra falsos doctores, quos clanculum audio irrepsisse. What de 


Wette regards as accomplished, or in the act of being accomplished, Sherlock 
considers only as intended, 
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place, when the action expressed by the finite verb occurred, 
and therefore must not be resolved, with Haenlein, into the 
perfect or pluperfect.— wep rijs Kowhs judv cwrnpias] states 
on what Jude intended to write. On xowfs, comp. Tit. i. 4; 
2 Pet.i.1. There is no reason to refer the idea, with Semler, 
to the Jews and Gentiles, as the object common to both. — 
catnpla, not the doctrine of salvation (Jachmann), but the 
salvation itself, acquired by Christ for the world, and applied 
to believers. The explanation of Beza: de iis quae ad nostram 
omnium salutem pertinent, deviates from strict precision, as 
cwtnpia itself is indicated by Jude as the object of writing. 
Schott incorrectly explains cw7npia, state of salvation, possession 
of salvation. — avayxnv €xyov] Comp. Luke xiv. 10, xxiii. 17 ; 
1 Cor. vii. 37. The explanation of Grotius is inaccurate : 
nihil potius habui, quod scriberem, quam ut, etc. The trans- 
lation of Luther is too flat: “I considered it necessary ;” for 
in avayxnv éxew is contained the idea of an objective necessity 
founded on duty, circumstances, etc. (de Wette, Wiesinger, 
Schott). The meaning here is: the entrance of false teachers 
constrained me, made me to recognise it as necessary. On 
the one hand, Semler inserts a strange reference, paraphras- 
ing it: accidit interea imopinato, ut statuendum mihi. . 

esset; and, on the other hand, Schott, who, in order to 
emphasize the contrast between the two members of the 
sentence, finds in dvdyx. éoyov the thought expressed that 
Jude wrote this Epistle unwillingly, contrary to his inclination. 
— ypayat tplv Tapaxadov| tapaxaddr is closely united to 
ypdat, as indicating the kind of writing to which the author 
felt constrained by circumstances; therefore no comma is to 
be put after tulv. — éraywviferOar TH. . . TwiaTter] émaywvi- 
fecOat, a am. dey., as cvvabréw, Phil. i. 27, connected with 
the dative of the object which is contended for; Stier: “to 
fight for the faith ;” comp. Ecclus. iv. 28: dywvifew mepi. — 
miats is not = doctrina, system of doctrine; nor yet does it 
here denote the subjective quality of the believing disposition ; 
but that which is believed by Christians (rots dryiows), the 
objective contents of faith. Schott is incorrect in explaining 
it: “the conduct arising from faith;” for the notion of con- 
duct does not suit wapadofeicn. The explanation: the way 
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of salvation (Hofmann), is also wanting in correctness; it is 
not proved by Gal. iii, 23.— As the subject to rapadobeion, 
by whom the communication or transmission was effected, 
God (Bengel) is not here to be thought of, but the apostles, as 
ver. 17 shows; 2 Pet. ii. 21; Luke i. 2 (comp. also 1-Cor. xi, 
2, 23, xv. 3); yet the author does not name them, because 
“he is not concerned here with the personal instruments, but 
with the mode and manner of transmission contained in 
amaé” (Schott). tots dyious are not the apostles (Nic. de 
Lyra), but Christians. — dra£ brings prominently forward the 
fact that as it once took place, so there is now an end to 
the mapadoo1s; Bengel: nulla alia dabitur fides. Jachmann 
incorrectly explains it by 70n, olim, jam, appealing to ver. 5 
and Heb. vi. 4. According to Hofmann’s view, dag is 
used “with reference to the preceding intention of Jude to 
present to the readers a writing having the common salvation 
as its object ;” but this reference is not indicated.’ 

Ver. 4. Compare 2 Pet. ii, 1-3. — wapecédvoav yap] the 
reason of avdyxnv éxxov. mapeoédvoay marks the entrance 
of false teachers into the church as a secret and unauthorized 
creeping in of such as do not properly belong to it, but are 
internally foreign to it (comp. Gal. ii, 4: mapeicaxror, 
explained by the scholiasts by dAAétpzor) ; it is synonymous 
with rapecépyecOas ; comp. 2 Tim. iii. 6.— twes dvOpwtror} 
In the same indefiniteness the false teachers are also men- 
tioned in 1 Tim. i. 6. Arnaud observes: le mot tives a 
quelque chose de méprisant, comme dans Gal. ii. 12; so also 
Wiesinger and Schott; this is possible; but the appeal to 
Gal. ii, 12 is unjustified. That the expression av@pwroe is 
used in order to bring forward the fact that they “ with their 
entrance into the church remained in their natural state” 
(Schott), is highly improbable. Hofmann unnecessarily sepa- 
rates tues from dvOpwro, taking dvOpwror, of x.7.r., as in 
apposition to Tuwves.— 0b wdadat Tpoyeypappévor eis TodTO Td 
xpiua] By the participle with the article a peculiar circum- 


? When Hofmann maintains that ver. 4 could only have been written by an 
apostle, he evidently proceeds too far; for why could not also another besides an 


apostle have cherished the design to address a writing to Christians respecting 
the common faith ? 
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stance worthy of remark concerning these men is brought 
forward (Winer, p. 127 [E. T. 167]); but not, as Schott, after 
Rampf, arbitrarily maintains, “a mark perfectly clear to the 
readers is given for the recognition of those who are meant; ” 
the article being equivalent to isti, those notorious nen. — 
mpoyeypaupevor] The preposition wpo in this verb indicates 
either antea, earlier, before ; thus always in the N.'T.; see 
Gal. in. 1 (comp. Meyer in Joc.); Rom. xv. 4; Eph. iii. 3; 
or palam. If it has this last meaning, then mpoypddew 
signifies “to announce something publicly by writing;” thus 
in an entirely special sense proscribere; accordingly Wolf 
explains it: qui dudum sunt accusati et in hoc judicium (eds 
ToUTO TO Kpiwa) vocati. Yet this is inaccurate, as the peculiar 
idea of proscribere is not retained; for, if retained, it would 
not suit ets 7. 7. epiua. Yet more arbitrarily Wahl explains 
mpoypadew by designare. Oecumenius, Hornejus, and others 
have correctly taken mpo here as a preposition of time. 
According to Isa. iv. 3, LXX.: of ypadévtes cis Swnv, the 
sense might be: those who are written before (as in God’s 
book of fate, and consequently destined) eis todto Td Kpipa 
(Calvin: haec metaphora inde sumpta est, quod aeternum Dei 
consilium, quo ordinati sunt fideles ad salutem, Liber vocatur); 
but the term zadaz is unsuitable, as it is never in the N. T. 
used of God’s eternal counsels. mpoypadew is here rather to 
be understood entirely as in the adduced passages of the N. T.; 
and with de Wette a pregnancy of expression is to be 
assumed ; thus: those who are already before by writing destined 
to this judgment. Hofmann explains mpoyeypapypévor accord- 
ing to John i. 46 compared with v. 46 (ypddew twa = yp. 
mept twos): “those of whom it is written before;” and then 
eis TOTO T. Kp. =“in reference to this judgment;” but with 
regard to the former it is to be remarked, that the form of 
expression here is different from John i. 46; and with regard 
to the latter, that by it a weakening of the preposition in its 
direct connection with mpoyeypappévor takes place.” Ocecu- 
menius refers this to the prophecies concerning future false 

1 Luther’s translation : ‘‘ there are certain men crept in, of whom it is written 


before, to this punishment,” by which xpoyeyp. is separated from ¢is 7, vr, xp., is 
contradicted by the natural verbal connection. 
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teachers contained in the Epistles of Paul and Peter. Grotius, 
Schott, Hofmann, and others point particularly to 2 Pet. i. 
But wdédav combined with mpoyeyp. evidently points back to 
an earlier period,’ so that only older prophecies can be meant, 
namely, the prophecies and types of the O. T., and perhaps 
particularly the prophecies contained in the Book of Enoch: 
see ver. 14 (so also Wiesinger). Against Calvin and Beza, 
who find the idea of the decretum aeternum here expressed, 
Bengel remarks: non innuitur praedestinatio, sed scripturae 
praedictio. — es toto 70 Kpiwa] Although xpiua in itself is 
not equivalent to catdxpipa, yet here a condemnatory judg- 
ment is meant; TodTo, namely, that which Jude has in view, 
and which is indicated in the following verse; Stier: “for 
this judgment, which I now announce to them;” Arnaud: 
il y a Todo, parceque cette punition est l’objet qui loccupe. 
It is incorrect, with Wiesinger and Hofmann, to refer tovto 
TO Kpiva to Tapeoésvcay, as something including judgment in 
itself ; or, with Schott, to the “ damnable error of those men,” 
specified in the words tyv tod Ocod x.7.r.; for neither the 
entering in nor the error can in themselves be called a xpiya. 
— aceBeis] to be taken by itself; not to be united with o/ 
mpoyeypaymevot (against Tischendorf, who has placed no 
comma before aceBets). The ungodliness of these men is 
further indicated, according to its nature, by the participial 
clauses which follow (comp. 2 Pet. ii. 6).— tv Tod Ocod 
nov xapw «.T.r.] who pervert the grace of our God into lascivi- 
ousness. ‘apts, not=doctrina gratiae (Vorstius), nor evan- 
gelium (Grotius), nor fides catholica nobis gratis data (Nicolas 
de Lyra) ; but grace itself as the proffered gift of God in the 
forgiveness of sin and redemption from the law; so also 
Wiesinger, Fronmiiller, Hofmann. It is incorrect to explain 
the idea by “the life of grace” (de Wette-Briickner), or by 
“the ordinances of grace” (Schott). ev, belonging to rod 

1 Schott aud Hofmann contest the fact that +éa«: points to an earlier period. 
wédo1, Which ‘‘ generally indicates the past in contrast to the present ” (Pape), 
may certainly be used when that past is not distant (comp. Mark xv. 44); but, 
on the one hand, this use of the term is rare; and, on the other hand, it is not 
here applicable, as the reference to the past generally is already contained in the 


apo of the compound verb; waz: here can only be put to mark this past as 
lying in the distance. 
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Ocod, is to be understood as an expression of the feeling of 
sonship ; Bengel: nostri, non impiorum.—In wperaribévtes 
els adcéyevav, doédy. is either the purpose of the change of 
the grace of God, or that into which grace is changed. In the 
former case petat/Onus here would in itself have a bad sub- 
sidiary meaning (de Wette: “who pervert the grace of our God 
for the purpose of licentiousness”’); but it never elsewhere so 
occurs in the N. T. Accordingly, the second explanation is 
better (Briickner), according to which the meaning is: they 
have converted the yapis, which God gave to them, into some- 
thing different, namely doéAyera; inasmuch as liberty was 
converted by them into lasciviousness; comp. Gal. v. 13; 
1 Pet..ii. 16; 2 Pet. ii, 19.— Kat tov povov Seorrdtynv kai 
KUptov nav °I. Xp. apvovpevot] In 2 Pet. ii. 1 the epithet 
Seomorns is used of Christ; this favours the combination of 
Tov povov Searrotnv as an attribute with "Inc. Xp. (so de 
Weitte, Schmidt, Rampf, Wiesinger, Schott, Fronmiiller, Hof- 
mann). But, on the one hand, in every other place this word 
denotes God ; and, on the other hand, Seo7érns would hardly 
be distinguished from the word xvpuos, if both were to be 
referred to Christ ;* add to this that uovos elsewhere expresses 
the unity of the divine nature; comp. Jude 25; John v. 44, 
ayate 64 om, xvi, 2 fos 1. Tim, iol Toviy 1 5, 16> Rev, xv; 
against which view Schott incorrectly urges 1 Cor. vii. 6 and 
Eph. iv. 5. For these reasons, it is more probable that tov 
povoy Searorny is not an appellation of Christ, but a designa- 
tion of God (Briickner); comp. 1 John ii. 22: 6 dpvovpevos 
Tov Tatépa Kal Tov vidv (also Enoch xlviii. 10 is to be com- 
pared: “they have denied the Lord of the spirits and His 
Anointed”). No argument against this explanation can be 
drawn from the want of the article before kvpiov ; see author's 
commentary on Tit. ii, 3 (Winer, p. 121 ff. [E. T. 162))? 
which is in an unjustifiable manner denied by Hofmann. The 


1 Hofmann gives the distinction of these two ideas as follows: ‘ Christ is our 
YNeorérns, aS we are His property bound to His service ; He is our xvpis, as His 
will is the standard of ours.” But if this be correct, it is not in favour of 
Hofmann but against him, because Jude would then in an incomprehensible 
manner make the weaker idea to follow upon the stronger. 

2 When Wiesinger and Schott appeal for their explanation to the fact that 
the relation to God is already expressed in the preceding clause, and that there~ 
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denial may be considered as either practical (comp. Tit. i. 16) 
or theoretical. Since throughout this Epistle the carnal and 
godless disposition of these men is brought forward, it is most 
probable that Jude at least had the first kind of denial 
specially in view. At all events, such explanations as those 
of Grotius: “ abnegabant Jesum, quia eum dicebant hominem 
natum ex homine,” are to be rejected, as Jude never reproaches 
his adversaries with such a definite erroneous doctrine. 

Ver. 5. From this verse to ver. 7 we have three examples, 
as representations of the judgment which threatens those 
mentioned in ver. 4. Compare with this 2 Pet. i, 4-6.— 
irouvncar dé twas BovrAopac] dé is used metabatically (as a 
mere particle of transition) ; not in order to put dvopvijoas in 
contrast to tapaxaday (ver. 3), which is only to be justified 
by the explanation of Schott, that “ Jude intends not properly 
to exhort the readers, but by wapaxaneiv he means only that 
he will remind them.” wpas is not the subject, but the object 
to broprqcat; comp. 2 Pet. i. 12 (Rom. xv. 15).— eiddtas 
[duds] &rak wavra] eiSoras is either in an adversative sense 
=«xairep ciddtas (de Wette); or, which is to be preferred on 
account of draé, the statement of the reason of tropvijcas , 
Nicolas de Lyra: commonere autem vos volo et non docere de 
novo; et subditur ratio; Bengel: causa, cur admoneat dun- 
taxat: quia jam sciant, semelque cognitum habeant ; so also 
Wiesinger and Schott. — da£ is not to be united per hyper- 
baton with caocas; also not = first, so that Sevtepov corre- 
sponding to it would be = secondly, and both referred to eidoras 
(Jachmann) ; but draf belongs to eiddras, and rd devtepov to 
améxecev. Hornejus incorrectly explains amaf by: jam- 
pridem et ab initio (Arnaud: vous quil’avez su une fois); it has 
here rather the same meaning as in ver. 3, rendering prominent 
that a new teaching is not necessary (de Wette, Stier, 
Wiesinger, Fronmiiller, Schott, Hofmann), — wdvta; accord- 
fore it would be unsuitable to express it here again, it is to be observed that in 
that clause the relation to Christ is also indicated, since the grace of God is 
communicated through Christ ; also, there is no reason why Jude should not 
have indicated weraridéves as a denial both of Jesus Christ and of God. Whilst 
Schott grants that the expression ‘‘ the only master” may only refer to God, he 


so interprets the article rev before wévey dean, that he explains it as equivalent to 
“*he who is.” 
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ing to Nicolas de Lyra = omnia ad salutem necessaria ; better: 
everything which is an object of evangelical teaching, here 
naturally with particular reference to what directly follows, to 
which alone the rodro of the Rec. points.|— dre 6 kdbpuos 
(Incots) Nady... cHcas] Ste belongs not to eiSdtas wdvra, 
but to vzopuvioas.— With the reading (6) "Incods (Stier calls 
it: “without example, and incomprehensibly strange”) Jude 
here would speak from the same point of view as Paul does 
in 1 Cor. x. 4 (comp. also 1 Pet. i. 11), according to which all 
the acts of divine revelation are done by the instrumentality 
of Christ, as the eternal Son and revealer of God. The name 
*Incods, by which Christ is designated in His earthly and 
human personality, is, however, surprising; but Jude might 
have so used it from the consciousness that the eternal Son of 
God and He who was born of Mary is the same Person (comp. 
1 Cor. viii. 9; Phil ii. 5). With the reading «vpsos—certainly 
the more natural—which de Wette-Briickner and Hofmann 
prefer, whilst Wiesinger and Schott consider Incods as the 
original—a designation of God is to be understood. — Aacv] That 
by this the people of Israel is meant is evident ; the article 
is wanting, because Jude would indicate that Israel was saved 
as an entire people, with reference to the following tovs um 
murtevoavtas.” — Td Sevtepov] is to be retained in its proper 
meaning, and to be explained neither, with Nicolas de Lyra 
and others, as = post (Arnaud: de nouveau, ensuite, aprés), 
nor, with Grotius and Wolf, as = ex contrario. It indicates 
that what was said in the preceding participial sentence, 
namely, the divine deliverance of the people from Egypt, is 
considered as a first deed, to which a second followed. The 
definite statement of what this second is, is usually derived 
from the preceding cécas, and by it is accordingly understood 
a second deliverance; but there are different views as to what 
deliverance is meant. In this commentary the deliverance of 


1 Schott, indeed, explains réyr« correctly ; but he erroneously thinks that daa 
with ¢i3éras indicates ‘‘ this knowledge is meant as a knowledge effected by a 
definite individual act,” and that dxrz% is to be understood of the instruction 
given in Second Peter. 

2 Calvin observes : nomen populi honorifice capitur pro gente sancta et electa, 
ac si diceret, nihil illis profuisse, quod singulari privilegio in foedus assumpti 
essent ; but were this correct, a airod would at least have been added, 
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the people from the wilderness was designated as this second 
deliverance, which certainly occurred to the people, yet only 
so that those who believed not did not attain to it, but were 
destroyed by God in the wilderness (so in essentials, Stier, 
Briickner, Wiesinger). On the other hand, Schmidt (d:0/. 
Theologie, I1.), Luthardt, Schott, Hofmann understand by it the 
deliverance effected by Christ; whilst they regard as the 
punishment falling on unbelievers, the destruction of Jeru- 
salem, or the overthrow of the Jewish state. But both 
explanations are arbitrary ; for, first, it is unauthorized to refer 
to Sevtepov only to c@cas and not to é« ys Aiydarov 
cwocas; and, secondly, in the principal sentence a deliver- 
ance is not at all indicated. Whilst, then, Jude thinks on 
the deliverance from Egypt as a first deed, he does not men- 
tion a deliverance, but the destruction of those who believed 
not, as the second deed following the first. But this second 
is not indicated as a single deed, and therefore by it is to be 
understood generally what befell the unbelieving “in the 
wilderness after the deliverance from Egypt; what this was 
is expressed in the words tovs py) mictevcavtas am@decer. 
It is arbitrary to refer this, with Ritschl, only to the history 
recorded in Num. xxv. 1-9; and still more arbitrary to refer 
it, with Fronmiiller, to the Babylonish captivity (2 Chron. 
xxxvl. 16 ff). Compare, moreover, with this verse, Heb. 
iii, 16-19. — tods py mictevoavtas] On pm, with participles, 
see Winer, p. 449 f. [E. T. 606 f£.]; comp. ver. 6: rods py 
tnpycavras. It is to be observed that in the corresponding 
passage, 2 Pet. il., instead of this example, the deluge is named. 

Ver. 6. A second example taken from the angelic world. 
As God spared not the people rescued from bondage, so 
neither did He spare the angels who left their habitation. 
This also was an admonitory representation for Christians, 
who, in the face of the high dignity which they possessed by 
redemption, yielded themselves to a life of vice. — ayyédous 


1 Against Winer’s explanation, p. 576 [E. T. 775]: ‘* the verb connected with 
70 dedrepov should properly have been odm towoe (42d x.7.a.); the Lord, after 
having saved, the second time (when they needed His helping grace) refused 
them this saving grace, and left them to destruction.” But there is nothing 
indicated in the context of a state of being in want of grace. 
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TE TOUS [LI) THPNTAVTAS K.T.A.] is, according to the construction, 
as the ve indicates, closely connected with the preceding. — 
ayyéXous without the article considered generally ; the parti- 
ciple connected with the article indicates the definite class of 
angels who are here meant. — For the understanding of this 
verse the following points are to be observed:—(1) By the 
twofold participial clause rods py... dpynv and drroM- 
movtTas ... oixntypiov, something sinful is attributed to the 
angels (2 Pet. il. 4: aduaptnoavrwv), on account of which the 
punishment expressed by eis xplcev...teTypnke was in- 
flicted upon them; (2) The two clauses pi... dAdNa... SO 
correspond, that the second positive clause explains the 
first negative clause ; and (3) what Jude says of the angels 
corresponds with the doctrine of the angels contained in the 
Book of Enoch.— rods pa typjcavtas Thy éavtdy apynv 
K.T.r.] apx7y must here denote something which the angels by 
forsaking To Yvov otxntypeov did not preserve, but gave up or 
slighted. But by dod. 70 18. oixnt., according to the Book 
of Enoch xii. 4) is meant their forsaking of heaven, and their 
descent to earth in order to go after the daughters of men 
(so also Hofmann); but not, as Hornejus and others think, the 
loss of the heavenly dwelling, which they drew upon them- 
selves by conspiring against God; which would militate 
against the first observation. —By dpy7 expositors under- 
stand either the original condition (origo: Calvin, Grotius, 
Hornejus, and others), or the dominion which originally be- 
longed to them (Bengel, de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann ; 


1<¢ Announce to the watchers of heaven, who forsook the high heaven and 
their holy eternal abodes, and have corrupted themselves with women ;” xv. 3: 
<< Wherefore have ye forsaken the high and holy and eternal heaven, and have 
slept with women ?”. . . lxiv. : ‘‘ These are the angels who have gone down from 
heaven to earth ;” and other passages. Gen. vi. 2 lies at the foundation of this 
tradition, the explanation of which is to this day contested. Whilst Hofmann 
explains the expression pyidyn a as a designation of the angels, Ferd. 
Philippi decidedly rejects this explanation. 

2 Hornejus, after John viii. 44, designates as the original condition here 
meant, veritas i. e. innocentia et sanctitas. Stier thinks ‘‘that the original 
condition was at the same time the ground of their nature and condition in God, 
or, as it is now perhaps called, the principle of their true life. They preserved 
not themselves in God, whilst they surrendered and lost the proper pure ground 
of their glorious being.” 
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Briickner thinks that the meaning dominion p.sses over into 
that of origin). According to the first explanation, the term 
is too indefinite, both in itself and in reference to the second 
parallel clause. It is in favour of the second explanation, 
that in the N. T. angels are often designated by the name 
apxy, apyai; as also the prevailing idea among the Jews was, 
that to the angels a lordship belongs over the earthly creation. 
By this explanation, also, the two clauses correspond; in- 
stead of administering their office as rulers, they forsook their 
heavenly habitation, and thus became culpable. The ex- 
planation, according to which dpy2) éavtrav denotes not the 
dominion of the angels, but the dominion of God, to which 
they were subjected, is both against linguistic usage and 
against the context. — els xplow ... tetjpynxev] Statement of 
the punishment. This also corresponds with the expression 
in the Book of Enoch, where in chap. x. 12 it is said: “ Bind 
them fast under the mountains of the earth... even to the 
day of judgment... until the last judgment will be held 
for all eternity.\— terypnxev is in sharp contrast to py 
Tnpnocavtas: the perfect expresses an action begun in the 
past and continued in the present. The mode of retention is 
more precisely stated by Seopots didlos brd fopov] By 
aiStous the chains by which they are bound are designated as 
eternal, and incapable of being rent. — t7d fodov] Sodos only 
here and ver. 13, and in the parallel passages 2 Pet. ii. 4 
and 17; comp. also Wisd. xvii. 2 ;? usually oxéros, the dark- 
ness of hell; do is explained by conceiving the angels in 
the lowest depths of hell, covered with darkness.? In ter?- 


1 Comp. also x. 4: ‘ Bind Azazél, and put him in darkness,” xiv. 5, xxi. 10, 
ete. In the Midrasch Ruth in the Book of Zohar it is said: Postquam filii Dei 
filios genuerunt, sumsit eos Deus et ad montem tenebrarum perduxit, ligavitque 
in catenis ferreis, quae usque ad medium abyssi magnae pertingunt. 

2 Comp. also Hesiod. Theog. v. 729, where it is said: 

"Evba deol Tirnves b2d Codm npocvera 
Kexpi@aras, Bournor Ais vedeanyeptrao 
Xapw ty edpdevers, 

3 There is an apparent difference between what is here said and the representa- 
tions of the N. T. elsewhere, according to which Satan and his éyyeau have 
even now their residence in the air (Eph. ii. 2, or in the upper regions, 2 cofs 
troupuvioss, Eph, vi, 12), and although already judged by Christ (John xvi. 11), yet 
aS xaomoxparopes exercise power over unbelievers, and also lay snares for believers, » 
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pnxev is not contained the final doom which will only take 
place at the general judgment; therefore: eds xpiow peyddns 
nyépas] pey. yuépa, without any further designation, used of 
the last judgment. only here; the same adjective, as an attri- 
bute of that day, in Acts ii. 20; Rev. vi. 17, xvi. 14. 

Ver. 7. Third example: the judgment on Sodom and 
Gomorrha and the cities about them, which, however, is not 
co-ordinate with the preceding two, but is closely connected 
with the last-mentioned, “ whilst here both times a permanent 
condition is meant, which a similar sin has had as its con- 
sequence, whereas dm@)ecey (ver. 5) states a judgment of 
God already past” (Hofmann’s Schriftb. I. p. 428). — ds] is 
not to be connected with the following oyotws, ver. 8; nor is 
étu, ver. 5, to be connected with trropvijcas ... BovrAouar (de 
Wette) = how instead of “that;” it refers rather to what 
directly precedes = eke as (Semler, Arnaud, Hofmann, 
Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, and others; Luther: as also), 
whilst ver. 7 confirms dryyéXous ... tetnpnxev by the com- 
parison with what befell Sodom and Gomorrha: God retains 
the angels kept unto the day of judgment, even as Sodom 
and Gomorrha mpoxewvtas Setypa «7. With the connection 
with dtropy. Bovr. (ver. 5) a preceding cat would hardly be 
necessary, also the words Tov 6uocov tovrous indicate the close 
connection with ver. 6.-— Sddoua nat Topuoppa] frequently 
adduced in the O. and N. T. as examples of the divine 
judgment ; see, for example, Rom. ix. 29. — cai ai repl avtas 


in order to bring them again into subjection. Expositors, in general, have 
attempted to reconcile this by referring this continued activity of the devil to 
the special permission of God ; Calvin otherwise : porro nobis fingendus non est 
locus, quo inclusi sint diaboli ; simpliciter enim docere voluit Ap., quam misera 
sit eorum conditio... nam quocunque pergant, secum trahunt sua vincula et 
suis tenebris obvoluti manent. Dietlein remarks on 2 Pet. ii. 4: “* Not only 
Tartarus, but also the chains of darkness, are to be understood in a local and 
corporeal sense, but not of such a locality, or of such an imprisonment in that 
locality, as would require an exclusion from our locality, or an incapability of 
movement through our locality.” But all these artificial explanations are to be 
rejected, inasmuch as Jude does not speak of Satan and his angels, but ofa 
definite class of angels, to whom, in agreement with the Book of Enoch, he 
refers Gen. vi. 2. This is correctly observed by Hofmann, Wiesinger, and 
Schott, with whom Briickner appears to agree ; on the other hand, F. Philippi 
(p. 140) observes: ‘‘ Jude speaks here of the original fall of the angels from 
pride, not of their union with earthly women.” 
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mores] according to Deut. xxix. 23; Hos. xi. 8: Admah and 
Zeboim. — Tov Suovov TpoTrov TovTos exTopvevoacat] TovTOLS 
may grammatically be referred to od. «. Tou. (or, by synesis, 
to the inhabitants of these cities ; so Krebs, Calvin, Hornejus, 
Vorstius, and others); but by this construction the sin of 
Sodom and Gomorrha would only be indirectly indicated. 
Since, also, rovrous cannot refer to the false teachers, ver. 4, 
because, as de Wette correctly remarks, the thought of ver. 
8 would be anticipated, it must refer to the angels who, 
according to the Book of Enoch, sinned in a similar way as 
the inhabitants of those cities (thus Herder, Schneckenburger, 
Jachmann, de Wette, Arnaud, Hofmann, and others). — 
éxrropvevoacat, the sin of the inhabitants, is designated as the 
action of the cities themselves. The verb (often in the LXX. 
the translation of 721; also in the Apocrypha) is in the N. T. 
a am. Ney. The preposition é« serves for strengthening the 
idea, indicating that “ one by wopvevev becomes unfaithful to 
true moral conduct” (Hofmann), but not that “ he goes beyond 
the boundaries of nature” (Stier, Wiesinger, and similarly 
Schott). — xat ameNOotoar drricw capkos étépas] The expres- 
sion amépy. omlow Tivos is found in Mark i. 20 in its literal 
sense; here it has a figurative meaning ; comp. 2 Pet. ii. 10, 
mopevecOa ov.; Jer. ii. 5; Ecclus. xlvi. 10. — Arnaud: ces 
mots sont ici un euphémisme, pour exprimer I’acte de la 
prostitution. In do is contained the turning aside from the 
right way. Oecumenius thus explains the import of cap& 
érépa: cdpxa S€ érépav, Thy appnva iow Déyeu, Os pm Tpds 
cuvovciay yevéoews cuvtedodoayv; so also Briickner and 
Wiesinger. Stier, Schott, Hofmann proceed further, referring 
to Lev. xviii. 23, 24, and accordingly explaining it: “not only 
have they practised shame man with man, but even man with 
beast” (Stier). Only this explanation corresponds to capxos 
érépas, and only by it do the connection of ver. 7 with ver. 
6, expressed by os, and the explanation: tov porov tporov 
Tovtols, receive their true meaning. The odp£ of men was 
étépa odpé to the angels, as that of beasts is to men. In the 
parallel passage, 2 Pet. ii. 6, the sin of the cities is not stated. — 
mpoxewrar Seiya mupds aiwviov Siknv bméyoucat] mpdxewvrar : 
they lie before the eyes as a Setywa; not: “inasmuch as the 
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example of punishment in its historical attestation is ever 
present ” (Schott) ; but: inasmuch as the Dead Sea continually 
attests that punishment, which Jude considers as enduring. 
There is a certain boldness in the expression, as properly it is 
not the cities and their inhabitants who are mpoxewtat. The 
genitive mupos aiwviov may grammatically depend both on 
detypa and on Sixnv. Most expositors (particularly Wiesinger, 
Schott, Briickner) consider the second construction as the 
correct one; but hardly rightly; as (1) deywa would then 
lose its exact definition; (2) wtp ai#wov always designates 
hell-fire, to which the condemned are delivered up at the last 
judgment (see Matt. xxv. 41); (3) the juxtaposition of this 
verse with ver. 6, where the present punitive condition of the 
angels is distinguished from that which will occur after the 
judgment, favours the idea that the cities (or rather their 
inhabitants) are here not designated as those who even now 
suffer the punishment of eternal fire. But Jude could 
designate the cities as a de@yya of eternal fire, considering the 
fire by which they were destroyed as a figure of eternal fire. 
Hofmann correctly connects srupos aiwviov with Setyya, but he 
incorrectly designates de?ywa mup. aiwv. as a preceding 
apposition to d/knv: “it may be seen in them (detyya = ex- 
hibition) what is the nature of eternal fire, inasmuch as the 
fire that has consumed them is enduring in its after-opera- 
tions ;” by this explanation wip aiwviov is deprived of its 
proper meaning. With dkny tméxovoas the fact is indicated 
that they have continually to suffer punishment, since the 
period that punishment was inflicted upon them in the time 
of Lot ;” corresponding to what is said of the angels in ver. 
6. — Seiya in N. T. Gz. Aey. (Jas. v. 11, and frequently : 


1 Wiesinger incorrectly observes that ‘‘ by this connection we iust also 
assume that those angels also suffer the punishment of eternal fire,” since 
precisely the contrary is the case. Wiesinger arrives at this erroneous assump- 
tion by taking 3:7yu« as equivalent to example. It is also entirely erroneous 
when it is asserted that svpds aiwviov dix is an evident type of hell-fire, since 
wip widyoy is itself hell-fire. To be compared with this is 8 Mace. il. 5: o... 
Dodowlras... Tupl... xuriprckus, wapddeype reis taryiwvoptvous xaraoricas ; and 
Libanius in reference to Troy : xsiras rupideiypa duoroyias wupos ainviov, 

2 There is no necessity to derive this representation from Wisd. x. 7, and the 
various phenomena which lead to the supposition of a subterranean fire at the 
Dead Sea (see Winer’s bibl. Realw. ; todtcs Meer). 
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iTodeuypua), not = example, but proof, testimony, sign. brréxew 
likewise in N. T. dz. XNey.; 2 Mace. iv. 48, Snuiav o ier ia 
(2 Thess. i. 9, Sienv riewv). 

Ver. 8. Description of the sins of the false teachers; comp. 
2 Pet. ii, 10.— opolws] «e. similarly as Sodom and Gomorrha, 
etc. — yevtov] expresses here no contrast (so earlier in this 
commentary: “notwithstanding the judgment which has come 
on those cities on account of such sins”), but it serves, as 
Hofmann correctly observes, appealing to Kiihner’s Gramm. 
II. p. 694, “simply for the strengthening of the expression, 
putting the emphasis on opolws; those men, says Jude, actually 
do the same thing as the Sodomites.”— «at obto1] refers back 
to Twes dvOpwrrot, ver. 4. — évuTrviafdopuevor] only here and in 
Acts ii. 17, where it is used of prophetical dreams, according 
to Joel iii. 1. This meaning does not here suit, for Bret- 
schneider’s explanation: “falsis oraculis decepti vel falsa 
oracula edentes,’ is wholly arbitrary. Most expositors unite 
it closely with the following cdpxa pratvovor, and understand 
it either: de somniis, in quibus corpus polluitur (Vorstius), or 
of voluptuous dreams, appealing to Isa. lvi. 10 (LXX. évurma- 
Couevor Kkoitny, an inaccurate translation of the Hebrew o'In 
nasy), or of unnatural cohabiting (Oecumenius). Jachmann 
(with whom Briickner agrees) understands it generally = 
“sunk in sleep, z.e. hurried along in the tumult of the senses,” 
appealing to the parallel passage, 2 Pet. i. 10 (év érrsOupig). 
Similarly Calvin: est metaphorica loquutio, qua significat, 
ipsos tam esse habetes, ut sine ulla verecundia ad omnem 
turpitudinem se prostituant. But in all these explanations 
the expression is only referred to the first clause of the 
following sentence ; but this is opposed to the construction: it 
refers to both clauses,—else it would have been put directly 
with puaivover,— and denotes the condition in which and 
out of which they do those things which are expressed in the 
following clauses. It is unsatisfactory to keep in view only 
the negative point of évumvidfecPar, the want of a clear con- 
sciousness (Hornejus: tam insipientes sunt, ut quasi lethargo 
sopiti non tantum impure vivant, etc.; Arnaud: qui agissent 
sans savoir ce qwils font); the positive point is chiefly to be 
observed, which consists in living in the arbitrary fancies of their 
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own perverted sense, which renders them deaf to the truths 
and warnings of the divine word (so in essentials, Stier, Fron- 
miiller, Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner, Hofmann’). The reference 
to Isa, xxix. 10, LXX.: sceséotixev buds xtpios xatavitews, 
is unsuitable (against Beza, Carpzov, and others), as here the 
discourse is not about a punitive decree of God. — cdpxa 
pev pualvovor| not their flesh, but generally the flesh, both 
their own and that of others: the thought refers back to 
ver. 7: éxtropvetcacas, etc. — xupsotnta Sé dberobdar, S0Eas 8é 
Sracdnpotvcw] announces a new side of their sinful nature. 
As this verse is in evident connection of thought with ver. 
10, where the words dca dé guouds . . . POeipovtas refer 
back to cdpka pev pualv., so Kkupiorns and dd£ac can only 
be here such things as suit the words dca ovx« oldacw. It 
is thus incorrect to understand them of political powers 
(Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, Wolf, Semler, Stier, and others), or 
of ecclesiastical rulers (Oecumenius’”), or of human authorities 
generally, the two words being either taken as designations 
of concrete persons, or one of them as a pure abstraction; 
Arnaud: par xupiornra il faut entendre Yautorité en général 
et par do€as les dignités quelconques, les hommes méritant, 
par leur position, le respect et la considération. — Both 
expressions are to be understood as a designation of super- 
mundane powers. Almost all recent expositors agree in this, 
although they differ widely in the more definite statement. 
These different explanations are as follows:—(1) xvpsdtys is 
taken as a designation of God or Christ, and Sofa as a 
designation of the good angels (Ritschl); (2) the good angels 
are understood in both expressions (Briickner); (3) xupsdrys 
is understood in the first explanation, but dofas is explained 
of the evil angels (Wiesinger); (4) both expressions are 
understood as a designation of the evil angels (Schott). In 
order first correctly to determine the idea xvpsorns, the rela- 

1 “*Those here spoken of are wakeful dreamers, so that they, when they 
should perceive with their wakeful senses, have only dreams, and what they 
dream they esteem as the perception of the wakeful spirit.” 

2 Oecumenius, however, wavers, thinking that by xvpiarns may also be under- 
stood 4 rod xard Xporiy wuornpiov rersv7H, and by dikes also 7 ruruia diabhun al 4 


vie; on 2 Pet. ii. 10 he observes: deus, tira res bsins Qnot duvdwss, n xal ras 
EMMANTIUOTI“AS Ups. 
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tion of ver. 8 to what goes before is to be observed. The 
judgments which have befallen the people (ver. 5), the angels 
(ver. 6), and the cities (ver. 7), are by Jude adduced as a 
testimony against the Antinomians (otros, ver. 8) mentioned 
in ver. 4, evidently because these persons are guilty of the 
same sins on account of which those judgments occurred. 
Since odpxa puaivovar evidently points back to éxmopvevoacat, 
ver. 7, and further to dcéd\yecay, ver. 4, it is most natural to 
refer xupiornta aberovow to pa miotevovtas, ver. 5, and, 
further, to tov povoy SearroTny . . . apvovmevot, ver. 4. Con 
sequently, by xupidtns — if one takes Tov povoy SeoroTny as 
a designation of God— is to be understood the Godhead ; or, 
if one understands 7. pw. 6. as a predicate to “Inc. Xp., Christ. 
If, now, it is assumed that doa: is an idea corresponding to 
kupwoTys, and to be taken along with it, then by it the good 
angels are to be understood. But it must not be overlooked 
that the clause dd£as 6¢ BAacdypovow is separated from the 
preceding clause by 5é; and that ver. 9 leads to a different 
understanding of dofa:. When in ver. 9 it is said of the 
archangel Michael that he dared not xpiow ézreveyxeiy BNac- 
gnuias against the devil, this Bracdnulas evidently refers 
back to BAaocdnpovow, ver. 8, consequently the two ideas 
dofas and dudBoros are brought together, so that from this 
the preference must be given to the explanation which under- 
stands by d0€as the diabolical powers, or the evil angels. 
That not only Sofas, but also xupuorns, is a designation of evil 
powers, Schott incorrectly appeals to the fact that in 2 Pet. 
ii. 10, and also here, the unchaste, carnal life of the false 
teachers is connected with their despising or rejection of 
kuptorns ; for although it is presupposed that the recognition 
of the reverence for cvpsdrys might restrain these men from 
the abuse of their fleshly nature, yet it does not follow from 
this that only evil spirits can be meant, since also the recog- 
nition of the reverence for the divine power restrains from 
the abuse of the corporeal senses which were created by 
God. To the identification of xupsédtys and d0fa — whether 
good or evil angels are to be understood—not only is the 
form of the expression opposed, Jude not uniting the two 
clauses by «ai, but, as already remarked, separating them by 
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8é," but also the difference of the conduct of the Antinomians, 
whilst they despise (4@eTodcw; 2 Pet.: xatadpovodcw) the 
Kuptorns, but blaspheme the Sd£as. The clearer this separa- 
tion and distinction are kept in view, the less reason is there 
against deriving the exact meaning of Sd£ax from ver. 9 (2 Pet. 
il. 10 from ver. 11), and consequently against understanding by 
it evil angels (comp. Hofmann); only it must not be affirmed 
that Jude has used the expression S0fav as a name for the 
evil angels as such, but only that, whilst so naming angels 
generally, he here means the evil angels, as is evident from 
ver. 9. That these may be understood by this designation 
cannot be denied, especially, as Wiesinger points out, as Paul 
in Eph. vi. 12 names them ai dpyai, ai éEovolat, of Kocpe- 
Kpatopes, and says of them that they are év tots érrovpavioss. 
— aberotow .. . Bracdnuodow] The first expression is 
negative, the second positive; the Antinomians manifested 
the despising of xupisctns by the carnal licentiousness of 
their lives, whilst they fancied themselves exempt by 
xapis (ver. 4) from the duty of obedience to the will of 
God (or Christ) as the «vpsos requiring a holy life; but 
their blasphemy of the d0£ac consisted in this, that on 
the reproach of having in their immorality fallen under 
diabolical powers, they mocked at them as entirely impo- 
tent beings. 


REMARK.—According to Ritschl’s opinion, the actions which 
Jude here asserts of the Antinomians represent directly only 
the guilt of their forerunners (namely, the Israelites, ver. 5; the 
angels, ver. 6; and the Sodomites, ver. 7), and his expressions 
can therefore only be understood in an indirect and metaphorical 
sense. To this conclusion Ritschl arrives (1) by explaining the 
second clause of ver. 10, that the Antinomians understood rela- 
tions to be understood spiritually guomis ws ra croym Céiu, i. 
that they considered the blessings promised in the kingdom of 
heaven as the blessings of sensual enjoyment; (2) by so under- 
standing the relation of ver. 8 to the preceding, that d6Gas Baacg. 
is to be referred back to ver. 7, zupiér. dder. to ver. 6, and cupua 
wel. to ver. 5. According to his view, Jude finds the guilt of 
the Sodomites (ver. 7) to consist in this, that by the design of 


1 Also in 2 Pet, ii. 10, d0%as od rptmovow BrAacOnpovyrts is separated from 
xupiornros xarappovovyras by the intervening roAunrai avbdoess, 
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practising their lust on the angels, they blasphemed them; the 
guilt of the angels (ver. 6) in this, that they undervalued their 
own dominion; and the guilt of the Israelites (ver. 5) in this, 
that they had criminal intercourse with the impure daughters 
of Moab. Over against this, the guilt of the Antinomians 
consisted in this—(1) that they regarded immorality as a privi- 
lege of the kingdom of God, which they have in common with 
the angels; (2) that by referring their immoral practice to the 
kingdom of God, they showed a depreciation of the dominion 
which belongs to Christ, or to which they themselves are called; 
and (3) that by their dotayem they were guilty of the defilement 
of those connected with them in the Christian church. But both 
the explanation of the second clause of ver. 10, where there is 
no mention of the blessings of the kingdom of heaven, and 
the statement of the relation of ver. 8 to what goes before, is 
incorrect, since in ver. 7 the Sodomites and the other cities are 
reproached, not with an evil intention, but with an actual 
doing; in ver. 6 the not preserving their épy4 and the forsaking 
of their ofxyr4piov are indeed reckoned as a crime to the angels, 
but specially on this account, because they did it — as rv dmoroy 
rpémov rouross, ver. 7, Shows—for the sake of éxopvedew; and lastly, 
in ver. 5 the criminal intercourse with the daughters of Moab 
is not indicated as the reason of their drdéaAca, but their un- 
belief (7 wiorevovras). For these reasons Wiesinger has correctly 
rejected the explanation of Ritschl as mistaken ——The view of 
Steinfass, expressed on 2 Pet. ii. 10, that the blasphemy of the 
6a: by the Antinomians consisted in their wishing to constrain 
the angels by charms to love-intrigues, is, apart from all other 
considerations, contradicted by the fact that neither in 2 Peter. 
nor in Jude is there any reference to charms and love-intrigues 
with the angels. 


Ver. 9 places in a strong light the wickedness of this 
blasphemy (comp. 2 Pet. ii, 11). They do something against 
the do£az, which even Michael the archangel did not venture 
to do against the devil.—o 6€ Muyayr 6 dapxdryryedos] 
Michael, in the doctrine of the angels, as it was developed 
during and after the captivity by the Jews, belonged to the 
seven highest angels, and was regarded as the guardian of the 
nation of Israel: Dan. xii. 1, WY Yarey Toya Shan ABT; comp. 
x. 13, 21; in the N. T. he is only mentioned in Rev. xii. 7. 
In the Book of Enoch, chap. xx. 5, he is described as “ one 
of the holy angels set over the best part of the human race, 
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over the people.” — dpyayyeXos only here and in 1 Thess. 
iv. 16 (Dan. xii, 1, LXX., 6 dpywy 6 péyas); see Winer’s 
bibl. Reallen.: Angel, Michael. —é6te tH SiaBOr@ «.7.r.] This 
legend is found neither in the O. T. nor in the Rabbinical writ- 
ings, nor in the Book of Enoch ; Jude, however, supposes it well 
known. Oecumenius thus explains the circumstance: déyerae 
Tov Miyanrd... 7H Tob Macéws tadp Sedinxovnxévas Tod yap 
diaBorov TodTO pn KaTadeyopuévou, GAN émipépovtos eyKANWA 
dua Tov tov AiyuTtiov dédvov, & abtod dvros tod Macéas, 
kai Sia TodTO july cuyxwpelcOas adt@ tuyeiv Ths evTipou 
tags. According to Jonathan on Deut. xxxiv. 6, the grave 
of Moses was given to the special custody of Michael. This 
legend, with reference to the manslaughter committed by 
Moses, might easily have been formed, as Oecumenius states 
it, “out of Jewish tradition, extant in writing alongside of 
the Scriptures” (Stier).’ According to Origen (wept dpyar, 
ii. 2), Jude derived his account from a writing known in his 
age: dvaBacus tod Macéas.’ Calvin and others regard oral 
tradition as the source; Nicolas de Lyra and others, a special 
revelation of the Holy Ghost; and F. Philippi, a direct in- 
struction of the disciples by Christ, occasioned by the appear- 
ance of Moses on the mount of transfiguration. De Wette 
has correctly observed that the explanation is neither to be 
derived from the Zendavesta (Herder), nor is the contest to 
be interpreted allegorically (cdua Macews = the people of 
Israel, or the Mosaic law). — dsaxpwopevos Siedéyero] The 
juxtaposition of these synonymous words serves for the 

1 Schmid (bib1. Theol. II. p. 149), Luthardt, Hofmann (Schrifibeweis, I. p. 340), 
Schott, Wiesinger (less definitely) think that the conflict consisted in Michael 
not permitting the devil to exercise his power over the dead body of Moses, but 
withdrawing it from corruption ; for which an appeal is made to the fact that 
“¢God had honoured Moses to see in the body a vision of His entire nature” 
(Hofmann), and also that ‘‘ Moses was to be a type of the Mediator conquering 
death” (Schott), and that Moses appeared with Christ on the mount of trans- 
figuration. In his explanation of this Epistle, Hofmann expresses himself to 
this effect, that Satan wished to prevent ‘* Moses, who shared in the impurity of 
death, and who had been a sinful man, from being miraculously buried by the 
holy hand of God (through Michael).” 

2 See on this apocryphal writing, F. Philippi (das Buch Henoch, p. 166-191), 
who ascribes the composition of it to a Christian in the second century, and 
assumes that he was induced to it by this 9th verse in the Epistle of Jude ; 
this at all events is highly improbable. 
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strengthening of the idea; by dvedeyeto the conflict is in- 
dicated as a verbal altercation. — ovd« érdrunoe] he ventured 
not.— Kplow émeveyxetv BdXacdnuias] Calovius incorrectly 
explains it by: ultionem de blasphemia sumere ; the words 
refer not to a blasphemy uttered by the devil, but to a 
blasphemy against the devil, from which Michael restrained 
himself. — xpicw émipépew] denotes a jndgment pronounced 
against any one (comp. Acts xxv. 18: aitlay émupépew). — 
kpiow Bracdnulas] is a judgment containing in itself a 
blasphemy. By Pracd. that saying—namely, an invective 
—is to be understood by which the dignity belonging to 
another is injured. Michael restrained himself from such an 
invective against the devil, because he feared to injure his 
original dignity ; instead of pronouncing a judgment himself, 
he left this to God. Herder: “And Michael dared not to 
pronounce an abusive sentence.” — dA’ eizev emitipnoas 
cot Kvptos| the Lord rebuke thee: comp. Matt. xvi. 18, 
xix. 13, ete. According to Zech, iii, 1-3, the angel of the 
Lord spoke the same words to the devil, who in the vision 
of Zechariah stood at his right hand as an adversary of the 
high priest Joshua (LXX.: émetiunoas xdpios ev col did Bore). 

Ver. 10. Description of the false teachers with reference to 
ver. 8 in contrast to ver. 9; comp. 2 Pet. ii, 12.— They 
blaspheme, 60a pév ovK oldact, what they know not: the 
supermundane, to which the dd£ai, ver. 8, belong, is meant. 
Hofmann: “they know about it, otherwise they could not 
blaspheme it; but they have no acquaintance with it, and 
yet in their ignorance judge of it, and that in a blasphemous 
manner” (comp. Col. ii. 18, according to the usual reading). 
Those expositors who understand xupidtnta and Sofas of 
human authorities, are at a loss for an explanation of the 
thoughts here expressed; thus Arnaud: il est assez difficile de 
préciser, quelles étaient ces choses quiignoraient ces impies. 
— ca 8€ dvoixds érictaytat] a contrast to what goes 
before ; corresponding to cdpxa puaivovat, ver. 8, only here 
the idea is carried farther. Jachmann explains it: “the 
passions inherent in every one;” but this does not suit 
ériatavtat, De Wette correctly: the objects of sensual enjoy- 
ment; to which the cap& (ver. 8) especially belongs, By 
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guoixas (dr. rey. = of nature) ds ta ddroya Sha is pro- 
minently brought forward the fact that their understanding 
is not raised above that of the irrational animals, that to 
them only the sensual is something known. There is no 
distinction between eidévac and érictacOar, as Schott thinks, 
that the former denotes a comprehensive knowledge, and the 
latter a mere external knowing (“they understand, namely, 
in respect of the external and sensual side of things, 
practically applied”); but these two verbs obtain this 
distinctive meaning here only through the context in which 
they are employed by Jude (comp. Hofmann). — év tovrous 
POeipovrar] év, more significant than dvd, designates their 
entire surrender to these things. — $@c/povrar; Luther, they 
corrupt themselves; better: they destroy themselves ; namely, 
by their immoderate indulgences. In Luther’s translation 
the words #s ta ddoya faa are incorrectly attached to 
this verb. 

Ver. 11. The author interrupts his description of these 
ungodly men by a denunciation on them, which he grounds 
by characterizing them after the example of the ungodly in 
the O. T. (comp. 2 Pet. ii, 15 ff). — oval avrois] The same 
denunciation frequently occurs in the discourses of Jesus: 
“at once a threatening and a strong disapproval” (de 
Wette). With this ova‘ Jude indicates the judgment 
into which the Antinomians have fallen; it refers back to 
vv. 5—7; Wiesinger incorrectly understands it only as a 
mere “exclamation of pain and abhorrence.”* This denun- 
ciation of woe does not occur with an apostle; frequently 
in the O, T.— 67t 1H 086 Tod Kdiv éropevOnoav| On the 
phrase: 77 68@ Tivos TopeverOa1, comp. Acts xiv. 16. (Acts 
ix. 31: mop. Té $08@T. kvplov.) 7H 050 is to be understood 
locally (see Meyer on the above passages), not “ instru- 
mentally” (Schott), which does not suit éropetOnoay, — 
érropevOnoav ; preterite (Luther and others translate it as the 
present), because Jude represents the judgment threatened in 


1 Hofmann correctly observes: ‘‘ ovai has evil in view, whether it be in the 
tone of compassion which bewails it (Matt, xxiii, 15), or of indignation which 
imprecates it (Matt. xi, 21).” As not the first but the second is the case here, 
Hofmann should not have rejected the explanation of de Wette, 
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oval attois as fulfilled (de Wette-Briickner). Schott in- 
correctly explains it: “they have set out, set forth.” Many 
expositors find the similarity with Cain to consist in this, 
that whereas he murdered his brother, these by seduction of 
the brethren are guilty of spiritual murder; so Oecumenius, 
Estius, Grotius (Cain fratri vitam caducam ademit; ili 
fratribus adimunt aeternam), Calovius, Hornejus, Schott, and 
others. But this conversion into the spiritual is arbitrary, 
especially as the desire of seduction in these men is not 
specially brought forward by Jude. Other expositors, adher- 
ing to the murder committed by Cain, think on the per- 
secuting zeal of these false teachers against believers; so 
Nicolas de Lyra: sequuntur mores et studia latronis ex 
invidia et avaritia persequentes sincerioris theologiae studiosos. 
As the later Jews regarded Cain as a symbol of moral 
scepticism, so Schneckenburger supposes that Jude would 
here reproach his opponents with this scepticism; but there 
is also no indication of this in the context. De Wette stops 
at the idea that Cain is named as “the archetype of all 
wicked men;” so also Arnaud? and Hofmann; but this is 
too general. Briickner finds the point of resemblance in 
this, that as Cain out of envy, on account of the favour shown 
to Abel, resisting the commandment and warning of God, 
slew his brother, so these false teachers resisted God, and 
that from envy of the favour shown to believers. But in 
the context there is no indication of the definite statement 
“from envy.” It is more in correspondence with the context 
to find the tertiwm compar. in this, that Cain in spite of the 
warning of God followed his own wicked lusts ; Fronmiiller : 
“The point of comparison is acting on the selfish impulses of 
nature, in contempt of the warnings of God.”—xat 7 mravy 
tod Badadp pwcOod é&eytOnoay] wAdvy, as a sinful moral 
error, denotes generally a vicious life averted from the truth; 
comp. Jas. v. 20; 2 Pet. ii, 18 (Ezek. xxxiii. 16, LXX. 
translation of YW), éxyeioOav in the middle, literally, to issue 
forth out of something, construed with e/s tv; figuratively, 
to rush into something, to give oneself wp with all his might to 


‘Arnaud: J. compare seulement, d’une maniére trés générale, ses adver- 
saires 4 Cain, sous le rapport de la méchanceté. 
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something (Clemens Alexandrinus, p. 491, 3; es %Sovv 
éxxvbevtes ; several proof passages in Wahl, Elsner, Wetstein) ; 
it is less suitable to explain the verb according to Ps. Lxxiii. 2, 
where the LXX. have éfeyv6m as a translation of BY = to 
slip (Grotius: errare). The dative 7 mAdvn is = eis: THv 
mravnv; Schott incorrectly explains it as dativus instru- 
mentalis, since ¢€eyd@ncay requires a statement for the com- 
pletion of the idea. The genitive prcOod is, with Winer, 
p. 194 [E. T. 258], to be translated: for reward (see Grotius 
in loco); so that the meaning is: “they gave themselves up 
for a reward (ze. for the sake of earthly advantage, thus from 
covetousness ; Luther: ‘for the sake of enjoyment’) to the sin 
of Balaam ;” thus most interpreters, also Briickner, Wiesinger, 
Hofmann. De Wette, on the contrary, after the example of 
Erasmus, Vatablus, and others, explains Badadu as a genitive 
dependent on tod puchod; the dative 7H mAdvy, as = 
by means of the error; and é£eyv@ncav as an intransitive 
verb = “to commit excesses, to give vent to.” Accordingly, 
he translates the passage as follows: “ By (by means of) the 
error (seduction) of the reward of Balaam, they have poured 
themselves out (in vice).” So also Hornejus: deceptione 
mercedis, qua deceptus fuit Balaam, effusi sunt.! But this 
construction is extremely harsh, the ideas wAdvy and éfeyv- 
@noav are arbitrarily interpreted, and the whole sentence, so 
interpreted, would be withdrawn from the analogy of the 
other two with which it is co-ordinate.” Schott construes the 
genitive with mAdvy, whilst he designates it “as an additional, 
and, as it were, a parenthetically added genitive for the sake 
of precision,” and for this he supplies a 7Advy: “the error of 
Balaam, which was an error determined by gain.” This con- 
struction, it is true, affords a suitable sense, but it is not linguis- 
tically justified : it is entirely erroneous to take picod as in 
apposition to Bakadp = os pic Oov Hydrnoey, 2 Pet. ii. 15 (Fron- 

1 Calvin : dixit (Ap.), instar Bileam mercede fuisse deceptos, quia pietatis 
doctrinam turpis lucri gratia adulterant ; sed metaphora, qua utitur, aliquanto 
plus exprimit; dixit enim effusos esse, quia scilicet instar aquae diffluentis: 
projecta sit eorum intemperies. 

2<‘The parallelism of the three clauses requires that 77 wradvn Bexvdnowy 


should remain together, accordingly the genitive is equivalent to dvr} pusodod” 
(Stier). 
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miiller, Steifass). — De Wette, chiefly from Rev. ii. 14, finds 
the point of resemblance in this, that “ Balaam as a false prophet 
and a seducer to unchastity and idolatry, and contrary to the 
will of God, went to Balak, and that he is also particularly 
considered as covetous and mercenary.” But there is no 
indication that the men of whom Jude speaks enticed others 
to idolatry. Hofmann observes that this clause calls the 
sin of those described as “a devilish conduct against the 
people of God, the prospect of a rich reward being too 
alluring to Balaam to prevent him entering into the desires 
of Balak to destroy the people of God;” but in this ex- 
planation also a reference is introduced not indicated by the 
context. That Jude had primarily in view the covetousness 
of Balaam, pusA0d shows; blinded by covetousness, Balaam 
resisted the will of God; his resistance was his wAdvy, in 
which, and in the motive to it, the Antinomians resembled 
him (Briickner, Wiesinger); whether Jude had also in view 
the seduction to unchastity (comp. Num. xxxi. 16; Fron- 
miiller), is at least doubtful; and it is still more doubtful to 
find the point of resemblance in this, that the Antinomians 
“had in view a material gain to be obtained by the ruin of 
the church of God” (Schott).— cal 7H avtiroyig tod Kopé 
aT@XovTo] avtTiroyia, contradiction ; here, seditious resistance. 
am@novTo does not mean that “they lost themselves in the 
av7ir. of Korah,” but “that they perished;” accordingly, 
Th avtiroyia is the instrumental dative. The point of re- 
semblance is not, with Nicolas de Lyra, to be sought in this, 
that the opponents of Jude formed propter ambitionem 
honoris et gloriae sectas erroneas; or, with Hornejus, that 
they assumed the munus Apostolorum ecclesiae doctorum; 
or, with Hofmann, that they, as Korah (“whose resistance 
consisted in his unwillingness to recognise as valid the law 
of the priesthood of Aaron, on which the whole religious 
constitution of Israel rested”), “desired to assert a liberty 
not restricted;” but it consists in the proud resistance to 
God and His ordinances, which the Antinomians despise. 
By Schott’s explanation: “that they opposed to the true 
holiness a holiness of their own invention, namely, the 
holiness alleged to be obtained by disorderly excess,” a foreign 
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reference is introduced.' The gradation of the ideas 68ds, 
Tran, avTiroyla, in respect of definiteness, is not to be 
denied; but there is also a gradation of thought, for although 
the point about which Cain, Balaam, and Korah are named 
is one and the same, namely, resistance to God, yet this 
appears in the most distinct manner in the case of Korah. 
Ver. 12. A further description of these false teachers ; 
comp. 2 Pet. ii. 13, 17. — odtoé e’ow [of] ev tats dydrass 
dpav omtddbes] In the reading of, dvtes is either, with de 
Wette, to be supplied; thus: “these are they who are 
omidades in your aydrrais;” or of is to be joined to cuvevo- 
xovpevos (comp. vv. 16, 19; so Hofmann). That by 
aydrats the love-feasts are to be understood, is not to be 
doubted. Erasmus incorrectly takes it as =charitas, and 
Luther as a designation of alms.—The word omiAdées is 
usually explained = cliffs (so also formerly in this commentary). 
If this is correct, the opponents of Jude are so called, inas- 
much as the love-feasts were wrecked on them (de Wette- 
Briickner, Wiesinger), zc. by their conduct these feasts ceased 
to be what they ought to be; or inasmuch as they prepared 
destruction for others, who partook of the love-feasts (Schott, 
and this commentary). It is, however, against this interpre- 
tation that odds does not specially indicate cliffs, but has 
the more general meaning rocks (Hofmann: “ projecting inter- 
ruptions of the plain”), and the reference to being wrecked is 
not in the slightest degree indicated.” — Stier and Fronmiiller 
take omdddes as = o7riAot, 2 Pet. ii. 13; this is not unwar- 
ranted, as o7iAds, which is properly an adjective (comp. 


1 Ritschl finds the point of resemblance between the Antinomians and the 
three named in this, ‘‘ that they, as these, undertook to worship God in a manner 
rejected by Him.” But it is erroneous that ‘‘ the Korahites exhibited their 
assumption of the priesthood by the presentation of an offering rejected by 
God ;” it is incorrect that by 630s is indicated ‘‘ the religious conduct ” of Cain ; 
and it is incorrect that the utterance of the curse willed by Balaam is to be 
considered as a religious transaction. Moreover, in the description of the 
Antinomians there is no trace indicating that their view was directed to a 
particular kind of worship. 

2The explanation of Arnaud: les rochers continuellement battus par les 
flots de la mer et souillés par son écume (after Steph.: ewsAds), is unsuitable ; 
since, when the Libertines are called cliffs, this happens not because they are 
bespattered and defiled by others, but because others are wrecked on them. 
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omopds, uyds, Aoyds), may be derived as well from otros = 
filth (comp. yj omiAds = clayey soil; so Sophocles, Trach. 
672, without yf), as from omidos=a rock (comp. odv- 
omtdds). In this case omvAddes may either be taken as a- 
substantive = what is filthy, spots (these are spots in your 
agapé ; so Stier and Fronmiiller), or as an adjective, which, used 
adverbially (see Winer, p. 433), denotes the mode and manner 
of cuvvevwxeicbat (so Hofmann). The former construction 
merits the preference as the simpler.— Apart from other 
considerations, cmtdos Kal pa@mor in 2 Puter are in favour of 
taking omAdbes here in the sense of omidov. — cvvevwyxod- 
pevot] The verb edvwyeicOac* has not indeed by itself a bad 
meaning, signifying to eat well, to feast well, but it obtains such 
a meaning here by the reference to the agapé. The cvv 
placed before it may either refer to those addressed, with you, 
see 2 Pet. ii. 13, where div is added to the verb (Wiesinger, 
Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann) ; or to those here described by 
Jude, feasting together, i.e. with one another. Against the first 
explanation is the objection, that according to it the edwyelobae 
in their agapé would render those addressed also guilty (so 
formerly in this commentary); but against the second is the 
fact that the Libertines held no special love-feasts with one 
another, but participated in those of the church. The passage, 
2 Pet ii. 13, is decisive in favour of the first explanation. — 
The connection of add8s is doubtful; de Wette-Briickner, 
Arnaud, Schott, Fronmiiller unite it with cuvevwyovmevor ; 
Erasmus, Beza, Wiesinger, Hofmann, with éavrods trotpaivortes. 
In this commentary the first connection was _ preferred, 
“because the idea ovvevwy. would otherwise be too bare.” 
This, however, is not the case, because if the verse is construed, 
as it is by Hofmann, it has its statement in what goes before ; 
but if omAddes is taken as a substantive, as it is by Stier and 
Fronmiiller, then ocvvevwy, is more precisely determined by 
the following apdBws ... motpmatvoyres, whilst it is said that 


? An explanation of this word is found in Xenophon, Memorabilia, lib. iii.: 
taeys (namely, Socrates) 38 xa) as od thwysiodas iv of *Adnvalwv yadren iobicir 
néroro. Td dt eb apocxticbas, tpn, ta) ry cadru iodiciv, down phere chy poxhy, pare 
Td oun Avmoin, whee Svostpera sin; More al Td simpsiobas ToIs xoaplas dsesrwpevols 
ayeribts, However, eiwyeioas sometimes occurs in classical Greek in a bad sense. 
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they so participate in the agapé that their feasting was a 
adoBas roimaivew éavtots. Erasmus takes the latter words 
in a too general sense: suo ductu et arbitrio viventes; Grotius, 
Bengel, and others give a false reference to them after Ezek. 
xxxiv. 2, understanding “that these feed themselves and not 
the church” (comp. 1 Pet. v. 2), and accordingly Schnecken- 
burger thinks specially on the instructions which they engage 
to give; but this reference is entirely foreign to the context. 
According to de Wette, it is a contrast to “whilst they suffer 
the poor to want” (1 Cor. xi. 21); yet there is also here no 
indication of this reference. — vepérau dvvdpor] is to be under- 
stood no more of the agapé (de Wette, Schott), but generally. 
veh. dvvdp. are light clouds without water, which therefore, as 
the addition i716 dvéuwv tapadepopevar makes prominent, are 
driven past by the wind without giving out rain; comp. Prov. 
xxv. 14. This figure describes the internal emptiness of 
these men, who for this reason can effect nothing that is good; 
but it seems also to intimate their deceptive ostentation*; the 
addition serves for the colouring of the figure, not for adducing 
a special characteristic of false teachers; Nicolas de Lyra 
incorrectly: quae a ventis circumferuntur i. e. superbiae moti- 
bus et vanitatibus.— In the parallel passage, 2 Pet. ii. 17, 
two images are united: myyal dvvdpo. Kal ouiydar bd dai- 
Aamros éXavvopuevat. — According to the reading mepepepdpevar, 
the translation would be: “ driven hither and thither ;” srapa- 
epopevat denotes, on the other hand, driven past. A second 
figure is added to this first, by which the unfruitfulness (in 
good works) and the complete deadness of these men are 
described; in the adjectives the gradation is obvious. — 
dévdpa POworwpid] are not a particular kind of trees, such 
as only bare fruit in autumn, but trees as they wre in autumn, 
namely, destitute of fruit (de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, 
Schott, etc.). It is arbitrary to desert the proper meaning of 
the word, and to explain POworwpivd according to the etymo- 
logy of ¢@ivew by arbores quarum fructus perit illico= frugi- 


1 Calvin : vanam ostentationem taxat, quia nebulones isti, quum multa pro- 
mittunt, intus tamen aridi sunt. Bullingcr: habent enim speciem doctorum 
veritatis, pollicentur daturos se doctrinam salvificam, sed veritate destituuntur 
et quovis circumaguntur doctrinae vento. 
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perdae (Grotius; so also Erasmus, Beza, Carpzov, Stier: 
“which have cast off their fruit in an unripe state”), — 
dxaptra] not: “whose fruit has been taken off” (de Wette), 
but “which are without fruit” (Briickner). Whether they 
have had fruit at an earlier period, and are now destitute of it, 
is not said. “The impassioned discourse proceeds from marks 
of unfruitfulness to that of absolute nothingness” (de Wette). 
Sis do8avovta] Beza, Rosenmiiller, and others arbitrarily 
explain 6/¢ by plane, prorsus. Most expositors retain the 
usual meaning ; yet they explain the idea ¢wice in different 
ways ; either that those trees are not only destitute of fruit, 
but also of leaves (so Oecumenius, Hornejus, and others); or 
that they bear no fruit, and are accordingly rooted out; or 
still better, 5és is to be referred to the fact that they are not 
only fruitless, but actually dead and dried up.‘ That Jude 
has this in his view, the following éxpifw0évTa shows. 
Several expositors have incorrectly deserted the figure here, 
and explained this word either of twofold spiritual death 
(Beza, Estius, Bengel, Schneckenburger, Jachmann, Wiesinger, 
Schott), or of death here and hereafter (so Grotius: neque hic 
bonum habebunt exitum, neque in seculo altero), or of one’s 
own want of spiritual life and the destruction of life in others. 
All these explanations are without justification. éxpufwOévta 
is in close connection with dls ao8avovra ; thus, trees which, 
because they are dead, are dug up and rooted out;? thus 
incapable of recovery and of producing new fruit (Erasmus : 
quibus jam nulla spes est revirescendi). This figure, taken 
from trees, denotes that those described are not only at present 
destitute of good works, but are incapable of producing them 
in the future, and are “on this account rooted out of the soil 
of grace” (Hofmann). It is incorrect when Hofmann? in the 
application refers &s amofavdvta to the fact that those men 


1 Fronmiiller, incorrectly : ‘‘ trees which have at different times suffered fatal 
injury by frosts or from insects.” 

* Fronmiiller, linguistically incorrect: ‘‘ trees which still remain in the earth, 
but which are shaken loose by their roots.” 

4 «Tf when they became Christians, a fresh sap from the roots, by which they 
were rooted in the soil of divine grace, appeared to establish them in a new life 
out of their heathen death in sin, yet this new life was to them only a transition 
into a second and now hopeless death.” 
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were not only in their early heathenism, but also in their 
Christianity, without spiritual life. There is no indication in 
the context of the distinction between heathenism and Chris- 
tianity. Arnaud observes not incorrectly, but too generally : 
tous ces mots sont des métaphores énergiques pour montrer le 
néant de ces impies, la légéreté de leur conduite, la stérilité de 
leur foi et absence de leurs bonnes oeuvres. 

Ver. 13. Continuation of the figurative description of those 
false teachers. The two images here employed characterize 
them in their erring and disordered nature. — cdpata dypva 
8ardoons «.7.d.| Already Carpzov has correctly referred for 
the explanation of these words to Isa, lvii. 20; the first words 
correspond to the Hebrew W722 0°3; the following words: 
érragpivovta Tas éavT@v aicxtvas, a the Hebrew 2") wy 
oD) YI, only Jude uses the literal word where Isaiah has 
the figurative expression. — ézagpifewv] properly: to foam 
over. Biahor well translates it: which foam out their own 
shame. — aicxvvas, not properly vices (de Wette); the plural 
does not necessitate this explanation, but their disgraceful 
nature, namely, the shameful ém@vpiac which they manifest 
in their wild lawless life; not “their self-devised wisdom ” 
(Schott).— From the fact that the Hebrews sometimes com- 
pared their teachers to the sea (see Moses, theol. Samar., ed. 
Gesenius, p. 26), it is not to be inferred, with Schneckenburger 
and Jachmann, that there is here a reference to the office of 
teachers; this is (he more unsuitable as the opponents of Jude 
hardly possessed that office. — dorépes wravntar] These two 
words are to be taken together, wandering stars ; that is, stars 
which have no fixed position, but roam about. The analogy 
with the preceding metaphors requires us to think on actual 
stars, with which Jude compares his opponents; thus on 
comets (Bretschneider, Arnaud, Stier, de Wette, Hofmann) or 
on planets (so most of the early commentators, also Wiesinger). 
The latter opinion is less probable, because the wAavao@ar of 
the planets is less striking to the eye than that of the comets. 
It is incorrect “in the explanation entirely to disregard the 
fact whether there are such dorépes mAavjrae in heaven or 
not” (so earlier in this commentary, after the example of 
Schott), and to assume that Jude, on account of their ostenta- 
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tion (Wiesinger, Schott), designates these men as stars, and by 
wravyrar indicates their unsteady nature. De Wette incor- 
rectly assumes this in essentials as equivalent with wAavevrtes 
Kal wravepevot, 2 Tim. iii, 13. Bengel thinks that we are in 
this figure chiefly to think on the opaqueness of the planets; 
but such an astronomical reference is far-fetched. Jachmann 
arbitrarily explains dotépes = dworhpes, Phil. ii. 15, as a 
designation of Christians. Several expositors also refer this 
figure to the teaching of those men, appealing to Phil. ii. 15 
and Dan. xii. 3; so already Oecumenius: Soxodytes eis 
dyyedov dwtos petacynpativerOar ... drevaytias povoy ‘Tod 
kuplov épovrat Soyydtwv (Hornejus, and others); but the 
context gives no warrant for this. — ols 6 fopos Tod oxdtous 
eis aidva teTipntat] This addition may grammatically be 
referred either to what immediately precedes, thus to the 
aotépes TAavATat, or to the men who have been described by 
the figures used by Jude. It is in favour of the first refer- 
ence (Hofmann: “Jude names them stars passing into eternal 
darkness, comets destined only to vanish”) that a more pre- 
cise statement is also added to the preceding figure; thus the 
addition td dvéuwv rapadepopevat to vepérat avvdpor K.T.A. 
But it is against it that the expression chosen by Jude is 
evidently too strong to designate only the disappearance of 
comets, therefore the second reference is to be preferred 
(Wiesinger; comp. ver. 6), which also the parallel passage 
in 2 Pet. ii. 17 favours. The addition of the genitive tov 
oxdtous to 6 Logos serves to strengthen this idea. 

Vv. 14, 15. The threatening contained in the preceding 
verses is confirmed by a saying of Enoch.— émpodyrevce dé 
kal tobrows] Kai refers either to tovrous: “of these as well as 
of others ;” according to Hofmann, of those who perished in 
the deluge; or it is designed to render prominent ézpod. 
rovrou in reference to what has been before said: “ yea, 
Enoch also has prophesied of them.” Hofmann, in an entirely 
unwarrantable manner, maintains that there can be no ques- 
tion that xaé puts its emphasis on the word before which it 
stands. — mpodntevew generally with zepé here construed 
with the dative, as in Luke xviii. 31, in reference to these. — 
EBoopuos awd *"Adau ’Evdy] &BSouos has hardly here the 
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mystical meaning which Stier gives it: “The seventh from 
Adam is personally a type of the sanctified of the seventh age 
of the world, of the seventh millennium, of the great earth 
Sabbath.” Also in the Book of Enoch, he is several times 
expressly designated as “the seventh from Adam” (lx. 8, 
xcill. 3); not in order to characterize him as the oldest 
prophet (Calvin, de Wette, and others), but to mark his import- 
ance by the coincidence of the sacred number seven (Wiesinger, 
Schott). The saying of Enoch here quoted is found, partly 
verbally, at the beginning of the Book of Enoch (i. 9): “And 
behold He comes with myriads of saints to execute judgment 
on them, and He will destroy the ungodly and judge all flesh 
concerning all things which the sinners and ungodly have 
committed and done against Him.”’ These words are taken 
from a speech in which an angel interprets a vision which 
Enoch has seen, and in which he announces to him the future 
judgment of God. 


The question, from what source Jude has drawn these words, 
is very differently answered by expositors. It is most natural 
to conceive that he has taken them from the Book of Enoch ; 
but then this presupposes that this book, although only accord- 
ing to its groundwork, is of pre-Christian Jewish, and not of 
Jewish Christian origin, which is also the prevailing opinion of 
recent critics. Hofmann, who denies the pre-Christian com- 
position of the book, says: “Jude has derived it, in a similar 
manner as the incident between Michael and Satan, from a 
circle of myths, which has attached itself to Scripture, amplify- 
ing its words.” Yet, on the other hand, it is to be observed 
that it is difficult to conceive that oral tradition should preserve 
such an entire prophetic saying. F. Philippi thinks that Enoch 
in Gen. v. 22 is characterized as a prophet of God, and as such 
prophesied of the impending deluge; and that Jude, by reason 
of a deeper understanding of Gen. v., could add the exposition 
already become traditionary, and speak of a prophecy of Enoch, 
the reality of which was confirmed to him by the testimony of the 
Holy Ghost ; or that this prophecy of Enoch was imparted to the 


1 The passage thus stands in de Sacy’s version: et venit cum myriadibus 
sanctorum, ut faciat judicium super eos et perdat impios et litigat cum omnibus 
carnalibus pro omnibus quae fecerunt et operati sunt contra eum peccatores et 
impii. 
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disciples by Christ Himself, when the already extant tradition 
concerning Enoch might have afforded them occasion to ask 
the Lord about Enoch, perhaps when he was engaged in 
delivering His eschatological discourses. But both opinions 
of Philippi evidently rest on suppositions which are by no 
means probable. As an example of the method by which 
the older expositors sought to rescue the authenticity of the 
prophecy, let the exposition of Hornejus suffice: haec quae 
Judas citat, ab Enocho ita divinitus prophetata esse, dubium 
non est; sive prophetiam illam ipse alicubi scripsit et scriptura 
illa vel per Noam ejus pronepotem in arca, vel in columna 
aliqua tempore diluvii conservata fuit sive memoria ejus tradi- 
tione ad posteros propagata, quam postea apocrypho et fabulosa 
illi libro autor ejus inseruerit, ut totum Enochus scripsisse 
videretur. 


év dylats poupidow] comp. Zech, xiv. 5; Deut. xxxiii. 2; 
Heb. xii. 22; (wupidow ayyédov) Rev. v. 11.— Ver. 15. 
mojnoar Kpiow] see Gen. xviii. 25; John v. 27.— rods 
aceBets] The pronoun avray, according to the Rec., would refer 
to the people of Israel. — dv %c€8noav] the same verb in 
Zeph. ili, 11; 2 Pet. ii. 6; here used as transitive; comp. 
Winer, p. 209 [E. T. 279]. The frequcnt repetition of the 
same idea is to be observed: aoeBets, doeBelas, noéBnoav, 
and finally again dceSeis ; a strong intensification of ungodli- 
ness. — T@v okANnpav] oKAnpos, literally, dry, hard, rough ; 
here in an ethical sense, wngodly, not equivalent to surly 
(Hofmann); in a somewhat different sense, but likewise of 
sayings, the word is used in John vi. 60.— car’ adtod] is by 
Hofmann in an unnecessary manner attached not only to 
érdanoayv, but also to 7céBnoay, in spite of Zeph. iii, 11, 
where it is directly connected with noé8nocav, which is not 
here the case. The sentence emphatically closes with dwap- 
TwAol aceBeis, which is not, with Hofmann, to be attracted to 
what follows. 

Ver. 16. A further description of the false teachers attached 
to the concluding words of the prophetic saying: tav oxAnpav 
ay éddAnoav Kat avtod; comp. 2 Pet. ii, 18, 19.— odroé 
etot] as in vv. 10 and 19 with special emphasis. — 
yoyyvotai] dm. rey. in N. T.; the verb is of frequent occur- 
rence; Oecumenius interprets it: of im ddovta Kal amappy- 
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cidotws Te Svcapectoupeveo erripeudouevot. Jude does not 
say against whom they murmur; it is therefore arbitrary to 
think on it as united to a definite special object as rulers (de 
Wette), or, still more definitely, ecclesiastical rulers (Estius, 
Jachmann). Briickner correctly observes that “the idea is 
not to be precisely limited.” Everything which was not 
according to their mind excited them to murmuring. The 
epithet peuryriworpor (ar. rey.), dissatisfied with their lot, gives 
a more precise statement; denoting that they in their pre- 
tensions considered themselves entitled to a better lot than 
that which was accorded to them. The participial clause, 
Kata Tas ériOuplas adtadv ropevouevot, is added to the 
substantive, which, whilst it unfolds the reason of their dis- 
satisfaction and murmuring, at the same time expresses a kind 
of contrast: they were dissatisfied with everything but them- 
selves. Calvin: qui sibi in pravis cupiditatibus indulgent, 
simul difficiles sunt ac morosi, ut illis nunquam satisfiat. 
The view of Grotius is entirely mistaken, that Jude has here 
in view the dissatisfaction of the Jews of that period with 
their political condition.— xat 76 ordua adraév Nadel brrépoyKa] 
tréporyKa only here and in the parallel passage, 2 Pet. ii. 18. 
Luther: “proud words” (verba tumentia, in Jerom. contra 
Jovian. i, 24); comp. Dan. xi. 36, LXX.: kat Aadrjoes 
bmrépoyca; such words are meant which proceed from pride, 
in which man exalts himself, in contrast to the humility of the 
Christians submitting themselves to God. To this the parallel 
passage (2 Pet. i. 18) also points, where the expression 
brépoyKa refers to boasting of éAevGepia, A participial clause 
is again added to this assertion, as in the former clause, like- 
wise expressing a kind of contrast: Qavydfovtes mpdcwra 
apereias ydpw. The expression Oavydfew mpdcwra is in 
the N. T. aa. Xey.; in the O. T. comp. Gen. xix. 21, LXX.: 
COaipacd cov 70 mpdcwrov ; Heb, 32 82; in other passages 
the LXX. have AapBavew 76 mp. In Lev. xix. 15 the LXX. 
translate °25 X¥2 by AaB. 70 mp.; on the other hand, 28 137 
by Oavpatew 76 mpdcwrov. Whilst in the first passage the 
friendly attitude of God toward Abraham is expressed, in the 
second passage it has the bad meaning of partiality. It has 
also this meaning here: it is to be translated to render 
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admiration to persons (Herder: to esteem; Arnaud: “admirer, 
honorer”). In this sense Qavydfew occurs in Kcclus. vii. 29 
(comp. Lysias, Orat. 31, where it is said of death: obre yap 
Tovs Tovnpods Umepopa, ote Tos dyafors Oavpdter, arAN” 
tcov éavTov mapéyet waow). This partial treatment of 
persons consisted in the flattering homage of those who hoped 
for some advantage from them, as @perclas ydpiv shows. It 
is unwarranted, with Hofmann, to interpret Qavydfew smpo- 
coma: “to gratify and to please a person.” Proud boasting and 
cringing flattery form indeed a contrast, but yet are united 
together. Calvin: magniloquentiam taxat, quod se ipsos fas- 
tuose jactent: sed interea ostendit liberali esse ingenio, quia 
serviliter se dimittant.— @avydfovres is not parallel with 
mopevopevot, but refers in a loose construction to aitév; by 
this construction the thought gains more independence than if 
Oavpatovtwy were written. — oPedelas yap] belongs not to 
the finite verb, but to the participle. 

Vv..17, 18. Jude now turns to his readers, comforting’ 
and exhorting them in reference to the ungodly above 
described ; see 2 Pet. iii. 2, 3.— dpezs 5€] an emphatic con- 
trast to those above mentioned. — pvjcOnte] presupposes the 
words meant by Jude known to the readers, as learned from 
the apostles. — rdv pnudtwv tov mpoetpnuévor] phua; the 
word as an expression of thought. The po in mpoe:pnpévov 
designates these words not as those which predict something 
future, but which were already spoken before (so also 
Hofmann). — t76 tév drootéAwy «.t.d.] Jude would hardly 
have so expressed himself were he himself an apostle, 
which several expositors certainly do not grant, explaining 
this mode of expression partly from Jude’s modesty and 
partly from the circumstance that, except himself and 
John, the other apostles were already dead. —Ver. 18. 
S7t edeyov tyuiv] tuiv here renders it probable that Jude 
means such sayings as the readers had heard from the 
mouth of the apostles themselves; yet the words which follow 
are not necessarily to be considered as a literally exact quota- 

* Why Jude should not have intended to comfort his readers by reminding 


them of what the apostles had, at an earlier period, said of the appearance of 
these men, as he here describes them, cannot be perceived (against Hofmann), 


VERSE 19. 431 


tion, but may be a compression of the various predictions of 
the apostles concerning this subject..—ém’ écydrov [700] 
xpovou] a designation of the time directly preceding the advent 
of Christ. In the reading rod ypovou, éoxarou is the genitive 
neuter, as in Heb. 1 1.— écovtae euraixras] only here and 
in 2 Pet. iil. 3, a word occurring only in later Greek; the 
LXX. have translated prrbyn by eur, as they render obynn by 
éumraifew.  Mockers, that is, men to whom the holy (not 
merely the resurrection, Grotius) serves for mockery. Aadelv 
brépoyka is a éuraifew of the holy (which Hofmann without 
reason denies); this is naturally united with a surrender to 
their own lusts; therefore cata tas éavtdy ériOuplas Tropevo- 
pevot TOV aceBevav] THY aoceRevdv, an echo of the saying of 
Enoch, is placed emphatically at the close, in order to render 
prominent the character and aim of éw6up/ar.— That the 
apostles in their writings frequently prophesied of the entrance 
of heretical and ungodly men into the church, is well known; 
comp: Acis: xx. 29; 1. Tim.. ive, 1.5; 2) Tims un. 2: ff; yet 
éurraifew is not elsewhere stated as a characteristic mark of 
these men; this is only the case in 2 Pet. iii. 3, where, how- 
ever, the mockery is referred only to the denial of the advent 
of. Christ. 

Ver. 19. Final description of the false teachers, not specially, 
but according to their general nature. — odroi eicw] parallel 
with ver. 16. — oi drrodwopifovres] the article marks the idea 
as definite: “these are they who,” etc. — dmodvopifew, a word 
which occurs only in Aristotle’s Polit. iv. 8. 9, is here very 
differently explained ; with the reading éavrovs it would most 
naturally be taken as equivalent to separate; thus, “ who 
separate themselves from the church, whether internally or 
externally ” (Wahl) ; without éavrods it is explained either as 
= to secede (Fronmiiller), or=to cause separations and divi- 
sions, namely, in the church (Luther: “ who make factions ; ” 
de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger ; so also in this commentary). 

1 Entirely without reason, Schott maintains that the intervening words: 7 
Zasyov sui, prove that Jude will here give a verbal quotation, and that this must 
be a writing earlier directed to the readers. rs éa. du. simply introduces the 
statement of the contents of the pizara, which were earlier spoken by the 


apostles. The plural is not to be referred to one apostle, and the verb does not 
in the least degree indicate that this word was written. 
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Neither explanation is, however, justified from the use of the 
word Svopifew. It is still more arbitrary, with Schott, to 
explain it: “who make a distinction, namely, between the 
pneumatical (Pneumatikern), as what they consider themselves, 
and the psychical (Psychikern), as what true Christians regard 
them ;” for there is no indication of such a distinction made 
by them. If we base the explanation on the significance of 
Svopifewv, the word may be understood as = to make definitions. 
But in this case what follows must be closely connected with 
it, by which the mode and manner of their doing so is stated, 
namely, that they do so as psychical men, who are without 
the wvedua. Hofmann gives to the verb the meaning: “ to 
determine (define) something exactly in detail,’ and then 
assumes that the preceding genitive trav dceBevdv depends on 
ot dmrodvopifomevot, which may well be the case, because a 
participle standing for a substantive may as well as a sub- 
stantive govern the genitive. According to this explanation, 
Jude intends to describe those men as persons “who make 
impieties the object of an exercise of thought exactly defining 
everything, and so are the philosophers of impieties.” This 
explanation is condemned by the harsh and artificial construc- 
tion which it requires."— ~puyixol, mvedua pa exovtes] 
mvedpa is not man’s natural spirit,’ for Jude could not deny 
this to his opponents ; and to explain pu) éyovtes in the sense: 
“JT might say that they have no spirit at all” (Fronmiiller), is 
completely arbitrary. It is rather to be understood of the 
Holy Spirit (de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, Hofmann) ; the 
want of the article and of an epithet, such as dyiov or Qeod, 


1 Certainly the dependent genitive may precede the governing substantive ; 
but this union is here rendered impossible by the intervening oira. A participle 
also, taken as a substantive, may sometimes govern a genitive ; but this is only 
found with the neuter, and then only rarely. Add to this that od¢o/ ciow here 
corresponds to the ofroi civ in vv. 16 and 12, and accordingly must stand at 
the beginning of the sentence. 

? Schott explains rvdye« as ‘*spiritual life in the distinctive character of its 
being, that it is self-controlled in personal self-consciousness and self-determina- 
tion,” and so equivalent to ‘‘free personality of the spirit” (!); but this free 
personality, Schott further observes, is not denied to them in the sense as ‘‘if 
they were actually deprived of it,” but only that it ‘‘ does not attain permanence 
and reality in actual performance.” This distorted interpretation is contradicted 
by the fact that Jude simply denies to them mvetua teu, 
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is no objection against this interpretation, since the simple 
word mvedua is often used in the N. T. asa designation for the 
objective Holy Spirit. It is erroneous to affirm that by this 
interpretation the conclusion of the description is too flat, for 
nothing worse can be said of a man who desires to be esteemed 
a Christian than that he wants the Holy Spirit. Moreover, 
only so understood does avedua pr) éyovtes correspond to the 
preceding yvycxo/, to which it is added as an explanation ; 
~uxexot they are, inasmuch as their natural spiritual life left 
to itself is under the unbroken power of the cap£&; see 1 Cor. 
il. 14,15; Jas. iii. 15. 


REMARK. — Schott attempts to prove that the three verses, 
12, 16, and 19, beginning with oirw, refer to the threefold 
expression contained in ver. 11, namely, in this manner: that 
the Antinomians, in showing themselves to be omAdéee in their 
agapé (ver. 12), resembled Cain; that in being yoyyvorai 
weurpiwopo, and out of greed for material gain indulging in 
mercenary flattery (ver. 16), they resembled Balaam; and that 
in establishing a self-invented ungodly sanctity in opposition to 
the divinely appointed and divinely effective Christian sanctity 
(ver. 19), they resembled Korah. This juxtaposition, however, 
is anything but appropriate, resting, on the one hand, on 
incorrect explanations; and, on the other hand, on the arbitrary 
selection of separate points. Itis incorrect to affirm that the 
similarity of the Antinomians with Cain consisted in this, that 
what he did corporally they did spiritually ; there is contained 
in this rather a distinction than a similarity. It is arbitrary to 
bring forward only the last clause of ver. 16, which reproaches 
the Antinomians with flattery, and which may also be found in 
Balaam ; whereas the other expressions in the verse do not suit 
in the least degree. And lastly, it is erroneous so to interpret 
ver. 19 that the Antinomians were accused of the setting up of 
a false sanctity ; even were this correct, yet the sanctity claimed 
by them is of a totally different nature from that to which 
Korah and his company laid claim. 


Vv. 20, 21. Exhortation to the readers respecting them- 
selves. — tyeis 6, ayarnrot] as in ver. 17, in contrast to the 
persons and conduct of those mentioned in the last verse. — 
émrotkodomourTes «.7..| The chief thought is contained in the 
exhortation éavtods év aydrn Ocod tnpjcarte, to which the 
preceding ézrovkodopotytes ... mpocevyouevor is subordinate, 
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specifying by what the fulfilment of that exhortation is condi- 
tioned. Yet it is asked, whether mpocevydmevor is connected 
with ésrosxodopovrTes, or is annexed as an independent sentence 
to the following imperative; and whether é& mv. dyi@ is to 
be united with érouxod. or with mpocevydpevor. These ques- 
tions are difficult to decide with perfect certainty. Wiesinger 
and Schott apparently correctly unite év wv. ay. with wpocev- 
xomevor, and these taken together with what follows. Hof- 
mann, on the other hand, unites év mvedpate dyio with what 
goes before, and mpocevyduevoe with what follows. In this 
construction, however, the structure of the participial clause 
becomes too clumsy; also év av. ay. becomes superfluous, as 
érroukodopety EavTovs cannot take place otherwise than év aved- 
pate ay. It is true, Hofmann observes that év mv. ay. is 
superfluous with zpocevyduevos, and that Jude could not intend 
to say how they should pray, but that they should pray. But 
this is erroneous, for tnpety éavrovs here mentioned depends 
not only on this, that one should pray, but that one should 
pray rightly, that is, év av. dy. Wiesinger correctly observes, 
that the first clause gives the general presupposition; the 
second, on the other hand, the more precise statement how 
tnpnoate has to be brought about.—7H dywrdatn twev 
mtotet| Both the adjective and the verb show that mioris is 
here meant not in a subjective (the demeanour of faith, 
Schott), but in an objective sense (Wiesinger : “ appropriated 
by them indeed as their personal possession, yet according 
to its contents as mapadofeica ;” so similarly Hofmann), — 
érrorkodomodvtTes éavtovs] When verbs compounded with ém/ 
are joined with the dative, as here, this for the most part is 
used for émi 7, more rarely for émi tive (see Winer, p. 400 f. 
[E. T. 535]). If the first is here the case, then ézovcodopety 
Th wiotet is to be interpreted, with Wiesinger: “ building on 
miots, so that mictis is the foundation which supports their 
whole personal life, the soul of all their thinking, willing, and 
doing” (so also hitherto in this commentary) ;* comp. 1 Cor. 
iii. 12: érrotkoSopetvy él tov Oewédov todrov. If, on the 


1 gievis is the foundation, the é-uAs0s on which Christians should build them- 
selves (more and more), by which the representation at the bottom is that they 
are not yet on all sides of their life on this foundation. 
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other hand, the second is here the case, then it is to be 
explained, with Hofmann, “ their faith is the foundation which 
supports their life; and accordingly, in the further develop- 
ment of their life it should ever be their care that their life 
rests upon this foundation ;” comp. Eph. ii. 20: ésrosxodoun- 
Gévtes él TH Oepedio THY arroctOAwy. The first is, however, 
to be preferred, because, as already remarked, with these 
verbs the dative mostly stands for éwé 7. Both explana- 
tions come essentially to the same thing. — éavrods is not 
here = GAdjdovs; the discourse is indeed of a general, but 
not precisely of a mutual activity; éavrovs with the second 
person creates no difficulty; comp. Phil. ii. 12.— év aved- 
pate ayio Tpocevyopevor| The expression mpocevy. ev mv. ay., 
it is true, does not elsewhere occur, but similar combinations 
are not rare (Aadey ev mv. ay. 1 Cor. xii. 3; see Meyer in 
loc.) ; it means so to pray that the Holy Spirit is the moving 
and guiding power (Jachmann, unsatisfactorily : “praying in 
consciousness of the Holy Ghost”); comp. Rom. vii. 26.— 
éavtovs év ayarn Ocod tnpicate] Ocod may either be the 
objective genitive (Vorstius: charitas Dei passiva i. e. qua nos 
Deum diligimus ; so also Jachmann, Arnaud, Hofmann, and 
others), or the subjective genitive, “the love of God tous” (so 
de Wette, Schott, Wiesinger, Fronmiiller) ; in the latter case 
the thought is the same as in John xv. 9,10; this agreement 
is in favour of that interpretation, nor is the want of the 
article opposed to it (against Hofmann). This keeping them- 
selves in the love of God is combined with the hope of the 
future mercy of Christ, which has its ground, not in our love 
to God, but in God’s love to us; comp. Rom. v. 8 ff. — mpoo- 
Seyopevot TO €deos Tod xvpiov «.7.r.] On mpocdey., Tit. ti. 15. 
— 70 édeos Tod Kupiov yay is the mercy which Christ will 
show to His own at His coming. Usually the idea €deos is 
predicated not of the dealings of Christ, but of God; in the 
superscriptions of the Pastoral Epistles and of the Second Epistle 
of John, it is referred to God and Christ. — eis Sony aidvov] 
may be joined either with édeos (de Wette), or with zpoc- 
Sexopevor (Schott), or with typjcare (Stier, Hofmann) ; since 
the imperative clause forms the main point, the last-mentioned 
combination deserves the preference, especially as both in 
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mpoadéxerOas and in édeos “Ino. Xp. the reference to fw 
aiveos is already contained. The prominence here given to 
the Trinity, rvedpa ayo, Ocds, Inoots Xpiotos, as frequently 
in the N. T., is to be observed. With the exhortation con- 
tained in vv. 20, 21, Jude has accomplished what he in 
ver. 3 stated to be the object of his writing. 

Vy. 22, 23. The exhortations contained in these verses 
refer to the conduct of believers toward those who are 
exposed to seduction by the acePeis (ver. 4) (de Wette); not 
toward the false teachers themselves (Reiche), for these are of 
such a kind (ver. 12) that the church should have nothing to 
do with them. The best attested text is that which codex A 
affords: Kal ods pév édéyyete Svaxpwopévous’ ods S¢ cbbeTe éx 
mupos apmacovtes, ods dé édecire (Lachmann and Tischendorf, 
éedeate) ev bo8w; see critical remarks, — ods pév . . . ods O€ 
instead of rods wev . . . Tods dé, see Winer, p.100. Accord- 
ing to this reading, three classes of the seduced are distin- 
guished, and toward each a special conduct is prescribed. It 
is, however, asked whether, as Brickner, Wiesinger, Schott, 
Reiche, and others assume, there is a gradation from the 
curable to the incurable (a dubitantibus minusque depravatis 
ad... insanabiles, quibus opem ferre pro tempore ab ipsorum 
contumacia prohibemur: Reiche); or conversely from the in- 
curable to the curable. In reference to the first class it is 
said: ods pév édyxere Svaxpwopévous| The verb édéyyeuw 
denotes to rebuke some one’s sins by punishing him. The object 
for which this is done is not indicated in the word itself; it 
may be to lead the sinner to the acknowledgment of his sins, 
and thus to repentance, comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 24; 2 Tim. 
iv. 2; Tit. i. 13; or it may also be condemnation, comp. 
particularly Jude ver. 15 (John xvi. 8; Tit. i 9), The ex- 
planation of Oecumenius is incorrect: gavepodre tots waow 
Thv acéBeav avtav, Those who are to be punished are 
denoted Ssaxpwopévovs. Both the translation of the Vul- 
gate: judicatos, and the interpretation of Oecumenius : 
kaxelvous eb pév arrodiictavra tuadv édeyyxerTe, are incorrect. 
Svaxpivec@au signifies in the N. T. either to contend, which is 
here unsuitable, or to dowbt, and is opposed to muorevew ; comp. 
Matt. xxi, 21; Mark xi. 23; Rom. iv, 20; especially Jas, i. 6. 
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This last passage shows that, although not equivalent to 
amotetv, it denotes the condition in which amoria has the 
preponderance over mous, the latter being a vanishing point.) 
It is evident that Jude does not consider the Svaxpuvopevos as 
weak believers (Schott), because, with reference to them, he 
will employ no other method than édéyyewv (not tapaxanrelv, 
or something similar); those seduced are in his view such as 
(punishment apart) are to be left to themselves,” In reference 
to the second class it is said: ods 8& ca@fere éx mupos aprd- 
fovres] Their condition is not stated, but it is to be inferred 
from the conduct to be observed towards them. Toward those 
belonging to this class a o#few is to be employed, but of such 
a nature as is more precisely stated by é« updos dprdfovtes. 
éx mrupos is not from the fire of future judgment (Oecumenius, 
Fronmiiller), but zrdp is the present destruction, in which they 
already are (Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott); adpaafew denotes 
hasty, almost violent, snatching out, and indicates that those 
are already in extreme danger of perdition; comp. Amos 
iv.11; Zech. iii. 2. Distinguished from the dvaxpivopevors, the 
second class are to be considered as those who have not yet 
lost the faith, but have, through fellowship with the Anti- 
nomians, been enticed to their licentious life; these are to be 
rescued, owtere is evidently in contrast to éAéyyere, and 
denotes them to be such as one may certainly hope to rescue, 
provided one snatches them with violence, and tears them out 
of this fellowship. In reference to the third class, Jude pre- 
scribes éAcety (on the form édeare, see Winer, p. 32 [E. T, 
104]}). This verb in the N. T. never means only “to have 
compassion” (Schott), but always to compassionate one with 
helpful love, as also éXeos is always used only of active com- 
passion; so that with éAeci7e the exact contrary is said to 
what Luther finds expressed, when he explains it: “let them 
go, avoid them, and have nothing to do with them.” By this 


1 When Hofmann says, ‘‘that daxpivecdas cannot have this meaning requires 
no proof,” he makes an entirely groundless assumption. 

2 In the reading of the Rec.: ois mtv ircsire Ssaxpivouevor, we are obliged to 
explain diexpivecdas as = distinguished. Luther: ‘‘and make this distinction, 
that ye compassionate some;” or, more exactly, ‘“‘compassionate the one, 
making a distinction,” namely, from others. But daxpwéuevos must be passive, 
since not dvaxpivecbas, but only dvaxpivesy, has the meaning to distinguish. 
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is denoted rather the helpful and saving benevolence by which 
the erring are again to be brought back to the right way. 
As this é\eciv makes a fellowship necessary with those upon 
whom it is exercised, Jude defines the same more precisely by 
év 08; accordingly, they must not be wanting in foresight, 
lest they suffer injury themselves,’ and he adds the participial 
sentence as an explanation of this év ¢oB@: pucodvtes Kal 
«7... This exhortation shows that Jude considers the third 
class as those who are indeed already involved, but who, by 
active compassion, may again be re-established; it is not so 
bad with them as with those toward whom only édéyxeuw is 
to be employed; but also it is not yet so bad as with those 
who can only be rescued by hastily snatching them. 


Hofmann considers the reading of 8: xa? obg wiv Zrckre Sscexpivo- 
wevoug ous O& owlere ex cupds cpra&Zovres, ods Ot éAsare év PIBw, as the 
correct one. In his explanation of this reading he distinguishes 
not three, but only two classes, assuming that only the first, but 
not the second ois 62 stands opposed to ods wév; and that this 
latter ods 62 is to be considered rather as a resumption of the 
object mentioned in ovs wév. This opinion is, however, erron- 
eous, since, according to it, the third ods is understood differently 
from the first and second ots, namely, as a pure relative pro- 
noun; and since, in a highly arbitrary manner, “2 gé8w is 
explained as a consequence, united with an imperative éAc&re 
to be taken from ods é.sére:” “whom ye compassionate, them 
compassionate with fear.” Also the explanation of the first 
member of the sentence: “the readers are to compassionate 
the one with distinction,” is to be rejected, since it has against 
it N. T. usage, according to which d:axpiveodos is never used as 
the passive of dsaxpivev in the sense of “ to distinguish.” 


The addition pucodvtes Kal Tov aro THs capKos eomiA@péevov 


1 Schott is entirely mistaken when he says that 227) denotes here ‘‘a com- 
passion which has, and may have, its definite peculiarity no longer in an impulse 
to help, but only in a fear of acting wrongly, and in consequence of receiving 
injury ;” in other words, a compassion which is no compassion. 

2 According to the reading of the Rec. ty 928 belongs to cdfers. Some 
expositors (Grotius, Stier, and others) incorrectly explain it of the fear of the 
persons to be rescued ; correctly Arnaud: c’est a dire, prenant garde que, tout 
en cherchant 4 les convertir, ils ne vous séduisent pas vous-memes. Reiche 
incorrectly, with the reading A, separates 2v 926» from tac&re, and joins it with 
(icodvees, whilst it would attract to it a very superfluous addition, 
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xuTava* is correctly explained by Oecumenius: mpocdap- 
BdveoOe . .. adtovs... peta foBou, wepicxetopevoe mijrrms 
 Tpocrn Wis TovT@y . . . AWpyys bylv yéevnras aitia. — Kai, 
even, gives greater emphasis to the thought. The expression 
tov xiTava is to be understood in a literal, and not in a 
figurative sense (Bullinger: exuvias veteris Adami, concupi- 
scentias et opera carnis). yiT@v is the under garment worn 
next the skin, and which, by means of its direct contact 
with the flesh unclean by unchastity, etc, is itself soiled 
(omtdow only here and in Jas, ili. 6); comp. Rev. iii. 4. — 
This garment is to the author the symbol of whatever, by 
means of external contact, shares in the moral destruction of 
those men. Calvin: vult fideles non tantum cavere a vitiorum 
contactu, sed ne qua ad eos contagio pertingat, quicquid affine 
est ac vicinum, fugiendum esse admonet. 

Vv. 24, 25. Conclusion of the Epistle by a doxology. — 
T® 5é Suvvayévw] The same commencement of the doxology in 
Rom. xvi. 28. — ipas] Were adrovs the correct reading, we 
could hardly do otherwise than refer it to the last-mentioned 
ods 6é, to which it is unsuitable, as they are not admrrasorou, 
who, as such, require only ¢uvAdcoev. That Jude actually 
wrote avrovs: “in the flight of devotion may have turned 
from his readers, and spoke of them in the third person” (de 
Wette), is highly improbable.— amtaicrtovs]| az. dey., literally, 
who strikes not against; then figuratively, who stumbles not, 
does not offend ; here in the moral sense as mraiw, Jas. ii. 10, 
iii. 2; Vulgate: sine peccato. — xal otioat KaTev@moy THs 
S0Ens avtod auadpovs] Schott correctly remarks on cat: The 
second effect is the ultimate result of the -first, so that xaé 
might be rendered by and so, and accordingly. S0o&a is here 
the glory of God, as it will be manifested at the day of judg- 
ment. On otfoat auopovs, comp. 1 Cor. i. 8; Col. i. 22; 
1 Thess. iii. 13. The meaning is: “who can effect it that 
ye may appear as duwpor before His judgment-seat.” — év 
ayadddoet| mentions the condition in which Christians will 


1 Both in the reading of the Aec..and in the reading of C this addition is 
surprising ; one may regard it, with Jachmann, as the adversative reason of 
caters (though ye hate); or, with de Wette, as the real reason (since ye hate, 
for which de Wette appeals to 1 Cor. v. 6!). 
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then be found; comp. 1 Pet. iv. 13.— Ver. 25. wove Ocd] 
see ver. 4; John ve 44; Roma xv 20301. Tima 
— corips ov] marks, in connection with da “Inood 
Xp., the essential Christian element in the idea of God; on 
cep as a designation of God, comp. 1 Tim. i. 1. Schott 
incorrectly joins wove Ged with cwrhps 7uav, as if it meant: 
“to Him who alone is God, in such a manner that He is our 
Saviour ;” and the reason which he assigns: “because povos 
@ecés is never used by itself, but always occurs as a desig- 
nation of God relative to other attributes,” is contradicted by 
John v. 44; also by 1 Tim. i. 17 and Jude ver. 4.— dua ’Ino. 
Xpicrod] belongs to cwrhps dv (Schott), not to dofa «.7.r. 
(Wiesinger) ; in this latter case it would be put after é£ovaia. 
— dd£a, peyarwootryn x.t.r.| do£a and xpdtos occur frequently 
in the New Testament doxologies (see 1 Pet. iv. 11); peya- 
Awotvn and é£oveia only here; peyadwovvn corresponds to 
the Hebrew 573; comp. Deut. xxxii. 3, LXX.: 8d7e peya- 
Awovvny TH Oco Huav.— pd TavTos Tod aidvos|] By 
these words, wanting in the fee. the idea of eternity is 
expressed in the most comprehensive manner. Not éoTa, 
but éor’ (de Wette, Schott), is to be supplied; comp. 1 Pet. 
iv. 11.— au7v] the usual conclusion of doxologies, as in 
Rom. i.15; 1 Pet. iv. 11, etc.; it stands in the Epistles to 
the Galatians and Hebrews, probably also in 2 Peter, as here, 
at the end of the Epistle. 
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GRIMM’S LEXICON. 


Just published, in demy 4to, price 36s., 


GREEK-ENGLISH LEXICON OF THE 
NEW TESTAMENT, 


BEING 
Girimm’s Wilke’s Clabis Nobi Testamenti, 
TRANSLATED, REVISED, AND ENLARGED 


BY 


JOSEPH HENRY THAYER, D.D., 


BUSSEY PROFESSOR OF NEW TESTAMENT CRITICISM AND INTERPRETATION IN THE 
DIVINITY SCHOOL OF HARVARD UNIVERSITY. 


EXTRACT FROM PREFACE. 


: Se rte the close of the year 1862, the ‘‘ Arnoldische Buchhandlung” 
in Leipzig published the First Part of a Greek-Latin Lexicon of the 
New Testament, prepared, upon the basis of the ‘‘Clavis Novi Testamenti 
Philologica” of C. G. Wilke (second edition, 2 vols. 1851), by Professor C. L. 
WittwaLp Grom of Jena. In his Prospectus Professor Grimm announced it 
as his purpose not only (in accordance with the improvements in classical lexico- 
graphy embodied in the Paris edition of Stephen’s Thesaurus and in the fifth 
edition of Passow’s Dictionary edited by Rost and his coadjutors) to exhibit the 
historical growth of a word’s significations, and accordingly in selecting his 
vouchers for New Testament usage to show at what time and in what class of 
writers a given word became current, but also duly to notice the usage of the 
Septuagint and of the Old Testament Apocrypha, and especially to produce a 
Lexicon which should correspond to the present condition of textual criticism, 
of exegesis, and of biblical theology. He devoted more than seven years to his 
task. The successive Parts of his work received, as they appeared, the out- 
spoken commendation of scholars diverging as widely in their views as Hupfeld 
and Hengstenberg; and since its completion in 1868 it has been generally 
acknowledged to be by far the best Lexicon of the New Testament extant.’ 


‘I regard it as a work of the greatest importance. .. . It seems to me a work show- 
ing the most patient diligence, and the most carefully arranged collection of useful and 
helpful references.’—THE BisHop or GLOUCESTER AND BRIstoL. j 

‘The use of Professor Grimm’s book for years has convinced me that it is not only 
unquestionably the best among existing New Testament Lexicons, but that, apart from 
all comparisons, it is a work of the highest intrinsic merit, and one which is admirably 
adapted to initiate a learner into an acquaintance with the language of the New Testa- 
ment. It ought to be regarded as one of the first and most necessary requisites for the 
study of the New Testament, and consequently for the study of theology in general,’— 
Professor Emin ScHORER. 

“This is indeed a noble volume, and satisfies in these days of advancing scholarship 
avery great want. It is certainly unequalled in its lexicography, and invaluable in its 
literary perfectuess. . . . It should, will, must make for itself a place in the library of 
all those students who want to be thoroughly furnished for the work of understanding, 
expounding, aud applying the Word of God.’—Evangelical, Magazine. 

“Undoubtedly the best of its kind. Beautifully printed and well translated, with 
some corrections and improvements of the original, it will be prized by students of the 
Christian Scriptures.’—Athenwum. 
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Just published, in demy 8vo, price 16s., 


HISTORY OF THE 


CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION, 
FROM THE REFORMATION TO KANT. 


By BERNHARD PUNJER. 


TRANSLATED FROM THE GERMAN BY W. HASTIE, B.D. 
Wirn A PREFACE BY Proressor FLINT, D.D., LL.D. 


‘The merits of Piinjer’s history are not difficult to discover; on the contrary, they 
are of the kind which, as the French say, sautent aua yeux. The language is almost 
everywhere as plain and easy to apprehend as, considering the nature of the matter 
conveyed, it could be made. The style is simple, natural, and direct; the only sort of 
style appropriate to the subject. The amount of information imparted is most exten- 
sive, and strictly relevant. Nowhere else will a student get nearly so much knowledge 
as to what has been thought and written, within the area of Christendom, on the philo- 
sophy of religion. He must be an excessively learned man in that department who has 
nothing to learn from this book.’—Extract from the Preface. 

‘Pinjer’s ‘History of the Philosophy of Religion” is fuller of information on its 
subject than any other book of the kind that I have either seen or heard of. The writing 
in it is, on the whole, clear, simple, and uninvolved. The Translation appears to me 
true to the German, and, at the same time, a piece of very satisfactory English. I should 
think the work would prove useful, or even indispensable, as well for clergymen as for 
professors and students,’—DR. HuTouison STIRLING. 

‘A book of wide and most detailed research, showing true philosophic grasp*’— 
Professor H. CALDERWOOD. 

‘We consider Dr. Piinjer’s work the most valuable contribution to this subject which 
has yet appeared.’—Church Bells. 

‘Remarkable for the extent of ground covered, for systematic arrangement, lucidity 
of expression, and judicial impartiality.’—London Quarterly Review. 


Just published, in Two Vols., in demy 8vo, price 21s., 


HANDBOOK OF BIBLICAL ARCHAOLOGY. 
By CARL FRIEDRICH KEIL, 


DOCTOR AND PROFESSGR OF THEOLOGY. 


Third Improved and Corrected Edition. 

Nore.—This third edition is virtually a new book, for the learned Author has made 
large additions and corrections, bringing it up to the present state of knowledge. 

“This work is the standard scientific treatise on Biblical Archeology. Itis a very 
mine of learning.’—John Bull. 

‘No mere dreary mass of details, but a very luminous, philosophical, and suggestive 
treatise. Many chapters are not simply invaluable to the student, but have also very 
direct homiletic usefulness.’—Literary World. 

© A mine of biblical information, out of which the diligent student may dig precious 


treasures.’—The Rock. 
‘Keil’s Biblical Archeology will be a standard work from the day of its appearance.’ 


—Presbyterian Review. 
Just published, in demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., 


THE FORM OF THE CHRISTIAN TEMPLE. 


Being a Treatise on the Constitution of the 
| New Testament Church. 
Bry THOMAS WITHEROW, D.D., LLD.,, 


PROFESSOR OF CHURCH HISTORY IN MAGEE COLLEGE, LONDONDERRY. 

‘ We welcome the appearance of another work from the scholarly pen of Dr. Witherow 

. .. No such able discussion of the constitution of the New Testament Church has 
appeared for a long time.’—The Witness. 
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In Two Vols., demy 8vo.—Vol. I. now ready, price 10s. 6d., 


A NEW COMMENTARY 


THE. BOOK. OF GENESLS. 


By Proressor FRANZ DELITZSCH, D.D. 


)' Seaea CLARK have pleasure in intimating, that by special arrangement 

with the author they are publishing a translation of the Fifth Edition, 
thoroughly revised, and in large part re-written, of this standard Commentary. 
The learned author, who has for a generation been one of the foremost biblical 
scholars of Germany, and who is revered alike for his learning and his piety, has 
here stated with evident care his latest and most matured opinions. 


‘ Thirty-five years have elapsed since Prof. Delitzsch’s Commentary on Genesis first 
appeared ; fifteen years since the fourth edition was published in 1872. Ever in the van 
of historical and philological research, the venerable author now comes forward with 
another fresh edition in which he incorporates what fifteen years have achieved for 
illustration and criticism of the text of Genesis. . . . We congratulate Prof. Delitzsch 
on this new edition, and trust that it may appear before long in an English dress. By 
it, not less than by his other commentaries, he has earned the gratitude of every lover 
of biblical science, and we shall be surprised if, in the future, many do not acknowledge 
that they have found in it a welcome help and guide.’—Professor S. R. Driver, in The 
Academy. 


Just published, in post 8vo, price 9s., 
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A Critical Investigation of the Greek and Hebrew, with the 
Variations in the LXX. Retranslated into the 
Original and Explained. 

By Proressor G. C. WORKMAN, M.A., 


VICTORIA UNIVERSITY, COBURG, CANADA. 
Wirr an Inrropuction By Proressor F. DELITZSCH, D.D. 


Besides discussing the relation between the texts, this book solves the difficult 
problem of the variations, and reveals important matter for the history, the inter- 
pretations, the correction, and the reconstruction of the present Massoretic text. 


‘A work of valuable and lasting service.’—Professor Drnirzscu. 


Just published, in demy 8vo, price 7s. 6d., 


THE BOOK OF PSALMS. 


The Structural Connection of the Book of Psalms both in single Psalms and 
in the Psalter as an organic whole. 


By JOHN FORBES, D.D., 


PROFESSOR OF ORIENTAL LANGUAGES, ABERDEEN. 

‘One cannot but admire the keenness of insight and deftness of handling with which 
thought is balanced against thought, line against line, stanza against stanza, poem against 
poem. Only long familiarity and loving research could have given such skill and ease 
of movement... . A more suggestive, able, and original biblical monograph has not 
appeared recently, the contents and purport of which commend themselves more power- 
fully to believers in the Christian revelation and the inspiration of the Scriptures.’— 


British and Foreign Evangelical Review. 
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Just published, in demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., 
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A STUDY IN THE EARLIEST HISTORY OF CHRISTIANITY. 
By VINCENT HENRY STANTON, M.A., 


FELLOW, TUTOR, AND DIVINITY LECTURER OF TRINITY COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE ; 
LATE HULSEAN LECTURER. 

‘Mr, Stanton’s book answers a real want, and will be indispensable to students of the 
origin of Christianity. We hope that Mr. Stanton will be able to continue his labours 
in that most obscure and most important period, of his competency to deal with which 
he has given such good proof in this book.’ —Guardian. 

‘We welcome this book as a valuable addition to the literature of a most important 
subject. . . . The book is remarkable for the clearness of its style. Mr. Stantonis never 
obscure from beginning to end, and we think that no reader of average attainments will 
be able to put the book down without having learnt much from his lucid and scholarly 
exposition.’— Ecclesiastical Gazette. 


Now ready, Second Division, in Three Vols., 8vo, price 10s. 6d. each, 


HISTORY OF THE JEWISH PEOPLE IN THE 
TIME OF OUR LORD. 


By Dr. EMIL SCHURER, 

PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY IN THE UNIVERSITY OF GIESSEN. 
TRANSLATED FROM THE SECOND EDITION (ReEviszp THROUGHOUT, AND 
GREATLY ENLARGED) OF ‘HISTORY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT TIME, 

The First Division, which will probably be in a single volume, is undergoing revision 
by the Author. (The Second Division is complete in itself.) 


‘Under Professor Schiirer’s guidance, we are enabled to a large extent to construct a 
social and political framework for the Gospel History, and to set it in such a light as to 
seo new evidences of the truthfulness of that history and of its contemporaneousness. . . 
The length of our notice shows our estimate of the value of his work.’ —English 
Churchman. 

‘We gladly welcome the publication of this most valuable work.’—Dublin Review. 

‘Most heartily do we commend this work as an inyaluable aid in the intelligent study 
of the New Testament.’—Wonconformist. 

‘As a handbook for the study of the New Testament, the work is invaluable and 
unique.’—British Quarterly Review. 


Just published, in demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., 


AN EXPLANATORY COMMENTARY. ON 


Eso srereRs 
With Four Appendices, 


CONSISTING OF 
THE SECOND TARGUM TRANSLATED FROM THE ARAMAIC 
WITH NOTES, MITHRA, THE WINGED BULLS 
OF PERSEPOLIS, AND ZOROASTER. 


By Proressorn PAULUS CASSEL, D.D., Brruin. 


‘A specially remarkable exposition, which will secure for itself a commandine 
position in Biblical literature. It has great charms from a literary and historical point 
of view.’—Sword and Trowel. 

‘A perfect mine of information.’—Record, 

‘It is manifestly the ready expression of a full and richly stored mind, dispensing the 
treasures accumulated by years of labour and research. . . . No one whose fortune it is 
to secure this commentary will rise from its study without a new and lively realization 
of the life, trials, and triumphs of Esther and Mordecai.’—Eeclesiastical Gazette. 
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LOTZE’S MICROCOSMUS. 
Just published, in Two Vols., 8v0 (1450 pages), SEconD Epitron, price 36s., 


MICROCOSMUS: 


Concerning Man and his relation to the World. 
By HERMANN LOTZE. 


Translated from the German 
By ELIZABETH HAMILTON anp E. E. CONSTANCE JONES. 


‘The English public have now before them the greatest philosophic work produced 
in Germany by the generation just past. The translation comes at an opportune time, 
for the circumstances of English thought, just at the present moment, are peculiarly 
those with which Lotze attempted to deal when he wrote his “ Microcosmus,” a quarter 
of a century ago. . . . Few philosophic books of the century are so attractive both in 
style and matter.’ Atheneum. 

‘These are indeed two masterly volumes, vigorous in intellectual power, and trans- 
lated with rare ability. . . . This work will doubtless find a place on the shelves of all 
the foremost thinkers and students of modern times.’—Evangelical Magazine. 

‘ Lotze is the ablest, the most brilliant, and most renowned of the German philosophers 
of to-day. . . . He has rendered invaluable and splendid service to Christian thinkers, 
and has given them a work which cannot fail to equip them for the sturdiest intellectual 
conflicts and to ensure their victory.’— Baptist Magazine. 

‘ The reputation of Lotze both as a scientist and a philosopher, no less than the merits 
of the work itself, will not fail to secure the attention of thoughtful readers.’—Scotsman. 

‘ The translation of Lotze’s Microcosmus is the most important of recent events in our 
philosophical literature. . . . The discussion is carried on on the basis of an almost 
encyclopedic knowledge, and with the profoundest and subtlest critical insight. We 
know of no other work containing so much of speculative suggestion, of keen criticism, 
and of sober judgment on these topics.’— Andover Review. 


In Two Vols., 8vo, price 21s., 


NASCURE AND THE BIB RE: 


LECTURES ON THE MOSAIC HISTORY OF CREATION IN ITS 
RELATION TO NATURAL SCIENCE. 


By Dr. FR. H. REUSCH. 


REVISED AND CORRECTED BY THE AUTHOR. 
TRANSLATED rrom THE FourtH Epition sy KATHLEEN LYTTELTON. 


‘Other champions much more competent and learned than myself might have been 
piaced in the field; I will only name one of the most recent, Dr. Reusch, author of 
“* Nature and the Bible.”’—The Right Hon. W. E. GLapsToneE. 

‘The work, we need hardly say, is of profound and perennial interest, and it can 
scarcely be too highly commended as,in many respects, a very successful attempt to settle 
one of the most perplexing questions of the day. It is impossible to read it without 
obtaining larger views of theology, and more accurate opinions respecting its relations 
to science, and no one will rise from its perusal without feeling a deep sense of gratitude 
to its author.’—Scottish Review. 

‘This graceful and accurate translation of Dr. Reusch’s well-known treatise on the 
identity of the doctrines of the Bible and the revelations of Nature is a valuable addition 
to English literature.’— Whitehall Review. - 

‘ We owe to Dr. Reusch, a Catholic theologian, one of the most valuable treatises on 
the relation of Religion and Natural Science that has appeared for many years. Its fine 
impartial tone, its absolute freedom from passion, its glow of sympathy with all sound 
science, and its liberality of religious views, are likely to surprise all readers who are 
unacquainted with the fact that, whatever may be the errors of the Romish Church, its 
more enlightened members are, as a rule, free from that idolatry of the letter of Scrip- 
ture which is one of the most dangerous faults of ultra-Protestantism.’—Literary World. 
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THE PREACHERS OF SCOTLAND FROM THE 
SIXTH TO THE NINETEENTH CENTURY. 


TWELFTH SERIES OF CUNNINGHAM LECTURES 
BY SWeG, CEU ACL As Dts 


PROFESSOR OF APOLOGETICS AND PASTORAL THEOLOGY, THE NEW COLLEGE, 
EDINBURGH. 


‘ Exceedingly interesting and well worth reading both for information and pleasure. 
. .. A better review of Scottish preaching from an evangelical standpoint could not be 
desired,’—Scotsman. 


Just published, in crown 8vo, price 3s. 6d., 


SECOND EDITION) =REWalkSiEyD 


THE THEOLOGY 


AND 


THEOLOGIANS OF SCOTLAND, 


CHIEFLY OF THE 


Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries. 
Being one of the ‘Cunningham Lectures.’ 


By JAMES WALKER, D.D., Carnwarts. 


‘These pages glow with fervent and eloquent rejoinder to the cheap scorn and 
scurrilous satire poured out upon evangelical theology as it has been developed north 
of the Tweed.’—British Quarterly Review. 

‘We do not wonder that in their delivery Dr. Walker's lectures excited great interest ; 
we should have wondered far more if they had not done so..—Mr. SpurGEoN in Sword 
and Trowel. 


In Two Vols., 8vo, price 21s., 


A SYSTEM OF BIBLICAL THEOLOGY. 


BY THE LATE 


W. LINDSAY ALEXANDER, D.D., LL.D., 


PRINCIPAL OF THE THEOLOGICAL HALL OF THE CONGREGATIONAL CHURCHES 
IN SCOTLAND. 

‘A work like this is of priceless advantage. It is the testimony of a powerful and 
accomplished mind to the supreme authority of the Scriptures, a lucid and orderly 
exhibition of their contents, and a vindication, at once logical, scholarly, and conclusive, 
of their absolute sufficiency and abiding truthfulness. It isa pleasure to read lectures 
so vigorous and comprehensive in their grasp, so subtle in their dialect, so reverent in 
spirit, and so severely chaste in their style. There are scores of men who would suffer 
no loss if for the next couple of years they read no other book than this, To master it 
thoroughly would be an incalculable gain,’—Baptist Magazine. 

‘This is probably the most interesting and scholarly system of theology on the lines 
of orthodoxy which has seen the light.’— Literary World. 

‘This has been characterised as probably the most valuable contribution which our 
country has made to theology during the present century, and we do not think this an 
exaggerated estimate.’—Scottish Congregationalist. 

‘Oh, that Scotland and Congregationalism had many worthies like Dr. Lindsay 
Alexander! ... The ripe man, full of rich experience and heavenly knowledge, will 
prize each leaf, and give himself a glorious drilling as he masters chapter by chapter.’— 
Mr. SpuRGEON in The Sword and Trowel. 
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Just published, in demy 8vo, price 14s., 


SYSTEM OF CHRISTIAN ETHICS. 


By Dr. I. A. DORNER, 


PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY, BERLIN. 
Epirep By Dr. A. DORNER. 


TRANSLATED BY 


Proressor C. M. MEAD, D.D., anp Rev. R. T. CUNNINGHAM, M.A. 


‘This noble book is the crown of the Systematic Theology of the author. ... Itis 
a masterpiece. It is the fruit of a lifetime of profound investigation in the philo- 
sophical, biblical, and historical sources of theology. The system of Dorner is 
comprehensive, profound, evangelical, and catholic. It rises into the clear heaven of 
Christian thought above the strifes of Scholasticism, Rationalism, and Mysticism. It 
is, indeed, comprehensive of all that is valuable in these three types of human thought.’ 
—Professor C. A. Brices, D.D. 

‘There rested on his whole being a consecration such as is lent only by the nobility 
of a thorough sanctification of the inmost nature, and by the dignity of a matured 
wisdom.’—Professor WEIss. 

‘This is the last work we shall obtain from the able pen of the late Dr. Dorner, and 
it may be said that it fitly crowns the edifice of his manifold labours.’—Spectator. 


In Four Volumes, 8vo, price £2, 2s., 


A. SYSTEM, OF CHRISTIAN .. DOCTRINE. 


‘In all investigations the author is fair, clear, and moderate; . . . he has shown that 
his work is one to be valued, for its real ability, as an important contribution to the litera- 
ture of theology.’—Scotsman. 

‘Had it been the work of an entire lifetime, it would have been a monument of 
marvellous industry and rare scholarship, It is a tribute alike to the genius, the learn- 
ing, and the untiring perseverance of its author.’—Baptist Magazine. 

‘The work has many and great excellences, and is really indispensable to all who 
would obtain a thorough acquaintance with the great problems of theology. It is a 
great benefit to English students that it should be made accessible to them in their own 
language, and in a form so elegant and convenient.’—Literary Churchman. 


In Five Volumes, 8v0, price £2, 12s. 6d., : 


HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
DOCTRINE OF THE PERSON OF CHRIST. 


‘So great a mass of learning and thought so ably set forth has never before been 
paid to English readers, at least on this subject.’—Journal of Sacred Literature. 


In crown 8vo, price 4s. 6d., 
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AN OUTGROWTH OF THEOCRATIC LIFE. 
By D. W. SIMON, 


PRINCIPAL OF THE CONGREGATIONAL COLLEGE, EDINBURGH. 
‘A more valuable and suggestive book has not recently come into our hands.’— 


vite ly Review. ; ‘ 
Bribie book wil well repay perusal. It contains a great deal of learning as well as 
i ity, and the style is clear. —G@uardian. ; 
vay ke paek ‘of Asuka interest, and well worthy of study.’—Methodist New Connexion 
Fee Bhi6s's little book is worthy of the most careful attention.’—Baptist. 

‘We have read the book with much appreciation, and heartily commend it to all 
interested in the subject with which it deals.’—Scottish Congregationalist. 
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HISTORY -OF -THE- CHRISTIAN =CHURCH. 
By PHILIP SCHAFF, D.D., LL.D. 
New Edition, Re-written and Enlarged. 
APOSTOLIC CHRISTIANITY, A.D. 1-100, Two Vols. Ex. demy 8vo, price 21s, 


ANTE-NICENE CHRISTIANITY, A.D. 100-325. Two Vols. Ex. demy 8vo, price 21s. 


NICENE and POST-NICENE CHRISTIANITY, A.D, 325-600, Two Vols, Ex. demy 
8vo, price 21s. : 


MEDIZVAL CHRISTIANITY, A.D. 590-1073. Two Vols. Ex. demy 8vo, price 21s. 
(Completion of this Period, 1073-1517, in preparation.) 


MODERN CHRISTIANITY. The German Reformation, A.D, 1517-1530. Two Vols. 
Ex. demy 8vyo, price 21s. 


‘Dr. Schaff’s ‘History of the Christian Church” is the most valuable contribution to Ecclesias- 
tical History that has ever been published in this country. When completed it will have no rival 
in point of comprehensiveness, and in presenting the results of the most advanced scholarship 
and the latest discoveries. Each division covers a separate and distinct epoch, and is complete in 


itself.’ 


‘No student, and indeed no critic, can with fairness overlook a work like the present, 
written with such evident candour, and, at the same time, with so thorough a knowledge 
of the sources of early Christian history.’—Scotsman. 


‘In no other work of its kind with which I am acquainted will students and general 
readers find so much to instruct and interest them.’—Rev. Prof. Hircucock, D.D. 


‘A work of the freshest and most conscientious research.’—Dr. JosEPH Coox, in 
Boston Monday Lectures. 

‘Dr. Schaff presents a connected history of all the great movements of thought and 
action in a pleasant and memorable style. His discrimination is keen, his courage 
undaunted, his candour transparent, and for general readers he has produced what we 
have no hesitation in pronouncing the History of the Church.’—Freeman. 
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THE OLDEST CHURCH MANUAL 


Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, 


The Didaché and Kindred Documents in the Original, with Translations and Discussions of 
Post-Apostolic Teaching, Baptism, Worship, and Discipline, and with 
HMlustrations and Fac-Similes of the Jerusalem Manuscript. 


By PHILIP SCHAFF, D.D., LL.D., 


PROFESSOR IN UNION THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY, NEW YORK. 


‘The best work on the Didaché which has yet appeared.’— Churchman. 


‘Dr. Schaff’s ‘Oldest Church Manual” is by a long way the ablest, most complete 
and in every way valuable edition of the recently-discovered “ Teaching of the Apostles % 
which has been or is likely to be published. . . . Dr. Schaff’s Prolegomena will hence- 
forth be regarded as indispensable. ... We have nothing but praise for this most 
scholarly and valuable edition of the Didaché. We ought to add that it is enriched b 
a striking portrait of Bryennios and many other useful illustrations.’— Baptist Manerne, 
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